THE 


REFLECI IONS 


ON THE 
XX VIII PROPOSITIONS 


TOUCHING THE 


DOCIRINE 


" OF I ME 


TRINITY, 


In a LETTER to the Clergy, ec. 
maintain'd, againſt the Third De- 
fence of the ſaid Propoſitions. 


By the ſame Hand. IM, i x / 4 


1 Tim. 2. 5. Foy there is one God, and one Mediator between God 
and Men, the Man Chriſt Feſus. 


Printed in the Year MDC XCYV. 


| 


” 


= — aw —— — _ 


{s 
_ % ;E 
<< wn it oo 4a 


C33 


re com——_ _— — ————— 


—_—_ 4 —_ oO . — _ 


— — 


Hough there is nothing in 
the third Defence of the 
28 Propolitions, &c. that 


can (as far as I can per- 
ceive) enervate the leatt Objection 
that is urged in my Letter 3 yer be- 
cauſe the Dodtrine therein maintained 
tends to ſubvert the Foundation of 
the Chriſtian Religion, by introdu- 


cing a Plarality of Gods, I cannot 


but think my {elt in Conſcienceoblig'd 
to ſhew the Vanity of thoſe Pretences 
that are urg?d in its behalf, eſpecially 
lince the Nefender*s writing with fo 
great an Aſfurance of his own Per- 
formance, and ſo much contempt of 
the Reflections, may have ſome influ- 
ence upon ſome weak and prejudiced 
Readets. | 

Had the Author delign'd a juſt De- 
fence of the Doctrine of the Trinity, 
he ſhould have taken notice of what 
is ſaid again!t it in general, but more 
eſpecially of what 15 urged againlt the 
real Trinitarians, wherem he is equally 
concerned with them, and not only 
of thoſe additional Ablurdities of his 
own Hypothetis. Therefore I (hall 
now ſet down his Opinion, both as l 
tind it in his Propoſitions, and in the 
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ProPOSITIONS 


, Oc. maintain'd. 


Defences of them, and then ſhew the 
weakneſs of his Notions, eicher with 
new Arguments, or at leaſt with en- 
forcing thoſe that were mentioned in 
my Reflections. 

The Defender in his Propoſitions 
aſſerts, © That there are three Eter- 
&© nal and neceſſary Divine Beings or 
&« Subſtances, each of which has un- 
& limited Power, Wiſdom and Good- 
& nels; and that ſo many Men or 
& Angels are not more expreſly di- 
& ſtinguiſhcd in Scripture, as different 
& Perlons or Subltances, Prop. 16, 
& 17. And pag. 8. of the ſecond De- 
6 fence; Ido affirm the Son and Spi- 
& rit to be abſolutely perfe& Beings, 
© in reference to the Perfetions of 
<< their Nature, they are all boundleſs 
& and Infinite ; So pag. 10. The Fa- 
&« ther's Exiftence being without a 
& Caule, does not make him to have 
& another fort of Nature from that 
& of the Son and Spirir, which may 
© bea neceſſary Natureand uncreated, 
& and contlticuted of all the boundleſs 
& Perfe&tions of which the Nature of 
& the Father confiſts, abſtracted from 
© the conſideration of the manner 
« of his Exiticnce: and 5 the ſame 
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« Page, The Divine Nature (ſpeak- 
&© ing of the Nature of each) doth 
«© comprehend all Perfections. So 
« pag.11. An Effence of the ſame 
& Kind, though not the ſame nume- 
& rical One. So that here are three 
divine eternal neceſſary Natures or 
Eſſences, as different as three Human 
or Angelical Natures which at firſt 
light appear as much to be three Gods 
as three human Natures to be three 
Men ; which is a revolting to Polythe- 
iſm or Plurality of Gods, except he 
can ſhew that either two of theſe Di- 
vine Natures are not Gods, or that 
theſe three Divine Natures are but one 
God. We will therefore ſce what he 
faith to theſe two Points. 
I, He fays, that the Name of God 
£ uſed in more ſenſes than one in 
cripture, In the higheſt Senſe the 
Father alone is God ;, he is the only 
Independent, the only True, the only 
Good and Great, and Self-exiſtent 
God. The Son and Spirit have a 
right to the Name of God, next to 
that which is appropriated to the Fa- 
ther ; they depend on him with an 
entire dependance, both for their Be- 
ing and continuance in Being. But 
is not this inconliſtent with what is 
faid before, becauſe it is firli to aſſert, 
that the different Ways or Manners of 
having their Natures does not make 
any difference in their Natures, the 
ſecond and third are as truly Divine as 
the Firſt and then in effec to ſup- 
poſe it does, becauſe the Father has 
ſeveral Perfetions the others are un- 
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capable of? To this he replies, the 
PerfeCtions the Father has above them 
belong immediately to his Exiſtence, 
not to his Nature: but what is Exi- 
ſtence abliracted from) the Nature that 
exilis, but a Chimera ? If the Nature 
did not exiſt, it would not be a Na- 
ture. Tofſay ſuch a Nature exiſts, is 
to ſay, It is not only in our imagina- 
tion, but really or in at: To make 
the Exiſtence of a Nature a diltin&t 
thing from the Nature that exiſts, and 
to ſuppoſe it to be the Subject in 
which the Attributes or PerteCtions of 
Independance, and being the firſt O- 
riginal of all things, do exiſt, is to 
ſuppoſe it a Subſtance, becauſe we 
have no other Idea of a Subſiance, but 
that it is a Subject in which Properties 
exiſt, which would be to make two 
diſtinct Subſtances in God ; his Na- 
ture that exiſts, and the Exiſtence of 
his Nature abſtraQted from the Nature, 
What is the Exiſtence of God the Fa- 
ther, but the Exiſtence of the Nature 
of God the Father, except he exiſis 
diſtin from his Nature? And con- 
ſequently, if Self-exiftence be ſo great 
a Perfection, it ſheweth that the (elf- 
exiſtent Nature of the Father is 
more perfect than the not ſelf-exiſtent 
Nature of the Son. 

But ſuppoſe Selt-exiſtence,which is 


Exiſtence of the Father,belongs to the 


Exiſtence of the Father, (which by the 
wayis only ſuppoſing Exiſtence to be- 
long to Exiſtence) yet Self-exiſtence, 
as I oblerved in my Letter, is only a 
PerfeQtion as it ſuppoſeth neceſſary 


OT 


OR - -— : _ 


C'SY 


or independant Exiſtence, and all 
thoſe Perfe&tions that belong to a ne- 
ceſſary or ſelf-exiſtent Nature : ſo that 
Self-exiltence barely contidered in it 
ſelf, abltractedly from.thole Perfecti- 
ons, notwithſtanding his denial, is no 
more a Perfection than any other way 
of having Exiſtence, if that way ſup- 
poleth the ſame PerteCtions, As lup- 
poſe there was ſome Matter elf ex- 
iltent, and ſome other Matter not 
ſelf-exiltent, and the Nature of the 
one were not any way different from 
the Nature of the other, would they 
not be both equally Perfet? and a 
parcel of Guinea's made of the One, 
be as good as a parcel of Guinea's 
made of the other ? Or how could 
it be poſſible (chey being alike for 
Weight, Colour, Duration, &c.) to 
diſtinguiſh them ? And if it be fo in 
lower Natures, the reaſon is the ſame 
in the higheſt Natures. But however, 
to carry the Simily as high as we can: 
ſuppoſe a Human ſelf-exiſtent Father 
had two Sons, who had all the Per- 
{tions of Human Nature, and did 
as neceſſarily and independently ex- 
ift as He ; there can be no reaſon al- 
ſigned, but that they would be Men 
in the highelt Sen'e, and as abſolute- 
ly perte& as the Father. He faith, 
in pag. 44. of the hiſt Defence , 
That if a Human Father could be 
ſupposr'd to be Self-exiſtent, and that 
his Sons bad the now mentioned kind 
of Dependanse upon him, (viz. as the 
Light onthe Sun ) the conſequence _ 
be, that their Nature is ſhort of the 


Perfetion of- their Father's Nature, 
notwithſtanding the many Properties 
they agree in: which is owning, that 
Selt-exiſtence- and Independence be- 
l»ng to the Nature, and that there- 
tore the Nature of the Father is dif- 
ferent from the Natere of the Son and 
Spirit, whoſe Natures are ſhort of the 
Pertections of the Father*s Nature, 
and conſequently their Natures are 
not Divine, becauſe the Divine Na- 
ture contains all PerfeQtionsz but 
theirs want thoſe that not only in 
themſclves are the greatelt and molt 
excellent, but the want of which is 
(as he faith pag. 7.) an abatement of 
all other Perfetions : And if the Fa- 
ther's Nature is independent, and the 
Son's and Spirit's dependent, it ſhews 
they have different kinds of Nature, 
as different, nay as oppoſite as De- 
pendent and Independent. 

But what can be a more ſtaring 
Contradiction, than that Beings that 
do eternally and neceſſarily exilt, and 
are Almighty, yet notwithſtanding 
this have not a Power to keep them- 
ſelves in Life and Being, no not a 
Moment, and yet at the ſame time 
have a Power inherent in themſelves 
from all Eternity, to give Life and Be- 
ing to all things whatever z which al. 
ſo do entirely depend on them for the 
continuation of the ſame? It is a 
contradiction to fay a neceſſary Na- 
ture is dependent, becauſe a neceſſary 
Nature is that Nature which contains 


in it ſelf the formal Reaſon why it 


cannot but be : but a dependent Na- 
ture 


ture is ſo far from having any thing in 
.it felt that makes it neceflarily exitt, 
that it not only owes to another its 
Exiltence, but hourly depends upon 
another (having no Power in its (clt ) 
to continue it in Exiltence 3 which 1s 
the dependence of a Creature, not of 
a Creator : Is not a dependent Creator 
as great a Contradiction as an de- 
pendent Creature? And did ever any 
bur our Author join neceflary Exi- 
ftence and Dependence together ? How 
can they, as | intimated Set#, 62, ha- 
ving neceſſary Exittence, be {aid more 
to depend on the Father for their con- 
tinuance in Being, than the Father on 
them ? lince they as neceflarily and 
as eternally exiſt as he, who can no 
more hinder thesrs, than his own Ex- 
iftence; nor could he more forbear 
emaning them from all Eternity, than 
exiſting him{clf. And if his Exittence 
was without a Cauſe, his emaning 
muti be fo too, tince the One was as 
neceſſary and eternal as the other : In 
created Beings all neceſſary Emanati- 
ons have the ſame cauſe as the Beings 
from whenge they emane ; but God 
having no Caule of his Being, his 
neceſſary Emanations mult have no 
caule allo, And conſequently eternal 
and nece{fary Exiſtence, as I obſerv?d 
inthe ſame Set. 62. 45 as great a Per- 
fetion'as Self-exiltence, tince one is 
without a Cauſe as much as the other ; 
nay, there can be no difference be- 
tween them ; for it the Father is ſelf- 
exiſtent, the Emanations that ſue 
forth from him mult be {o too, tince 
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they are emanatory Subſtances, which 
were not produced by the Will and 
Power of the Father from nothing, 
but they emaned from ſomething z 
which fince there was nothing elſe to 
emane from, mutt be the Father's 
ſelt-exiftent Subſtance, to which it 
was eflential to have Emanations, and 
conſequently they have the fame 
Exiſtence as the Subltance in which 
they exitted when they emaned ; nor 
could their emaning make them loſe 
their Self-exiſtence. But more of 
this hereafter. 

But he ſays they depend on the Fa- 
ther' for the continuation of their Be. 
ing, as the Streams on the Fountain, 
or the Rays on the Sun ; But there's 
no material Subſtance that depends 
upon another for its Exiſtence or 
continuance in Exiſtence 3 all Matter 
is equally old, and has ſublifted: ever 
lince the Creation z and Generati- 
on and Corruption is nothing but 
Matter according to the Laws of 
Motion changing its Shapes and Fi- 
gures: and therefore ſuch Similies are 
not to the purpoſe, becauſe we are not 
ſpeaking of any ſuppoſed Form or Fi- 
gure of the Son and Spirit, but of the 
Exiſtence of their Subſtances, viz. 
whether they have them by any third 
way different from both Creation and 
Self-exifttence, As to the Streams 
depending on the Fountain, it is no 
more than this, that if the Water did 
not iſſue Out of the Ground, it could 
not run along the Ground; tt it did 
not bubble up in the Fountain, it 
could 


) 
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could no more flow to the next Place, 
than if it fiop'd there it could flow 
to a third: but this does not make 
one part of the Water give being to 
an9ther part, or continue it in Being ; 
it is the (ame Body of Water which 
was in the Fountain that is now in 
the Streams. And as to the Rays, 
they no way depend on the Sun for 
their Being or continuance in Being, 
except the Sun by a creating Power 
makes them to exitt, and by the fame 
Power cominues them in Exiftence : 
It the Rays are (as ſome 1imagin) 
parts of the e/£rher fet in motion by 
the Sun, they no more depend on 
the Sun for their Being or continu- 
ance in Being, than the Sun does on 
them 3 but if they emane from the 
Body of the Sun, they have the ſame 
cauſe of their Bring and continuance 
in Bring as the Sun it felf, becauſe 
they like unto all other neceſſary E- 
manations, were parts of the Body 
whence they emaned,and conſequent- 
ly have the ſame Origin as the Sun it 
felf. And if re Sun had been felf- 
exilken', thry, becauſe parts of it, 
would have bren ſo too + nor would 
their em ning, detiroy their Self-exift- 
ng, or any ways cauſe them then to 
depend on the Sun for their contina- 
ance in Being 3 fince the leaſt Sub- 
fiance is as mich a Subſtance as the 
greateft, and confequently equaliy a- 
ble to fbfiit by it {elf 5, fo that not- 
withltand ng Is altogether unlike 


Simil ez it's evident, if the Son and H.. 


Spuri: are Eternal and Neccflury, they 


are as ſelf-exiltent and independent as 
the Father 3 and conſequentiy Gods in 
as high a Senſe as he, who if he were 
not a neceſſary Being would not be 
independent nor ſelt-exifient, and 
conſequently thofe three muſt go to- 
gether : but if their Natures are de- 
pendent and not fclf-exiftent, they 
are ſo far from containing all Per- 
fections, and being as truly Divine as 
the Father's, that they are truly cre- 
ated Natures, or from no-beings made 
to be, and like all ſuch Beings (as I 
obferv'd Sett. 62.) in God they live, 
and move, and bave their Being. 

I ſaid SeF, 62, If the Perſons have 
the ſame unlimited Perfetions, tho 
the manner of their getting them was 
different, - this would not cauſe any 
inequality between them : to which 
he anſwers it would z that is, in re- 
ference to their manner of Exiſtence, 
though not in reference to their meer 
Eſſence. But if there is not only a 
different manner of their getting 
their Effences,but their Efſences when 
gotten exiſt after a different manner, 
(which he muſt mean, or elſe contra- 
di& himſelt and agree with me) it%s 
impolhble they ſhould have the ſame 
kind of Nature, becauſe to exiſt is 
common to all Natures : it*s the dif- 
ferent manner of Exiſtence that 
makes the diflerence between Natures 
and conſequently a Nature that has a 
more exceflent manner of Exiſting, 
will be a more excellent kind of Na- 
ture, And therefore if the Natures 
of the Sn and Spirit had not only a: 

different 


different way of having theirExiſtence, 
but do exiſt after a different manner ; 
their Natures or Eſſences mult be of 
different kinds or forts : But if they 
exiſt aſter the ſame manner, though 
they have different ways of coming by 
their Exiſfience, there can be no in- 
equality or difference between them. 

I asked Sef. 63. How the Father 
could be greater than the Son and 
Holy Spirit, and be the only Good 
when they have the ſame, that is, un- 
limited Power and Goodneſs : he 
anſwers, they have unlimited Power, 
but not the ſame, which is, fince the 
Father's Power exceeds theirs, to ſup- 
poſe that there is ſome Bounds and 
Limits of their Power, and conſe- 

uently theirs is an unlimited limited 

ower and Goodneſs. He further 
adds, That the Son's Power is not as 
great as the Father's ad intra, be- 
cauſe he could not beget the Father, 
as the Father begat him : But it be- 
ing a Contradiction to ſuppoſe the 
Son could beget the Father, and Cor- 
tradiftions being (as he gbſerves, pag. 
50.) Objelts of no Power, cannot be 
ObjeRs of Divine Power ; therefoie 
it could be no diminution to the Son's 
Greatneſs, that he could not beget the 
Father who always was in Being : 
though upon ſuppolition that the 
Son always was in Being, it is equally 
a Contradiction to ſay, That the Fa- 
ther gave him a Being, But if it 
were an eſſential and neceſſary Per- 
fetion of the Father's Nature, to 
beget or emane two Sons, and the 
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Son and Holy Spirit are not capable 
to emane Sons, it ſhows there is a 
mighty Difference in their Natures, or 
that they want ſome Perfe&tions that 
is neceſſary and eſſential to the Na- 
ture of the Father, nay, which be- 
longs (as he obſerves, pag. 13.) to 
every Creature, where he makes this 
remark, © That if there is not a Crea- 
& ture but can communicate his Na- 
© ture; what a Boldnels is it to af- 
© firm, That the infinite Creator 
& cannot do the like ? He that bath 
« planted the Ear, ſhall he not hear ? 
«© and be that hath form'd the Eye, 
&« ſhall he not ſee ? He that has given 
&« a Generative Power to the meaneſt 
& of Creatures, ſhall he not have the 


&« fame Power himſelt? &c. So that _ 
by his Argument, to deny to the Son - 
and Spirit a Power to multiply their / 
Species as the Father does, 1s to de- 
ny to the infinite Creator(lince each is ' 


the infinite Creator) a Perfection the 
meaneſt of Creatures have, 

As to the Father's being called the 
only Good by our Saviour, There # 
none good but God; that Phraſe (lays 
he) ſignifies the Father's being the O- 
riginal and Fountain of Goodneſs, 
which he may be, though not the only 
perfed God: He refers to Grotine, 
but Grotius ſpeaks of the Goodneſs 
of God, as the Fountain of Guod- 
neſs in Creatures. But if the Streams 
be as perfeftly good as the Fountain, 
it would be very falſe to:ſay, the 
Fountain is the only Good. I ſhall 


only apply to himſelf, which he juttly 


(Prop, 


- 
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(Prop. 11.) ſays concerning the other 
Trinitarians, If ſach a Liberty as this 
in Interpreting Scripture be allowable, 
what Work, may be made with Scrip- 
ture? Bclides, if the Son and Spirit 
are, as he ſaith, neceſſary and eternal, 
they muli be as much the Original and 
Fountain of Goodneſs, as the Father 
himſelf who is ſo, becauſe he is the 
eternal and neceſſary Being. 

The notion of Three neceſſary 
eternal Beings is in it ſelf ſufficiently 
abſard 3 for the meaning of a nece(- 
ſary eternal Being, is a Being which 
in the Nature of things, and our con- 
ceptions concerning them, could not 


but be or exiſt : it was impoſſible it. 


ſhould be otherwiſe, becauſe it im- 


. plies a contradiction that any Being or 
' Perſon ſhould now be, if either it had 


—— * 


' ſufficient. 


not been from all Eternity, or were 
not produced from that which was 
from Eternity ; for of nothing comes 
nothing : but it was not neceſlary 
there ſhuuld ve more than one ſuch 
Being, becauſe one ſuch Being, fince 
he is all-ſufficient, is in all Reaſon ſut- 
ficient for it ſelf and all other Beings 
whateverz and if one is ſuthcient, 
ewo or more cannot be neceflary ; for 
that implies this Contradi&tion, That 
one is ſufficient and not ſuffcient, a- 
nother is neceſſary where one is All- 


As the ſuppoſition of three nece(- 


" fary perfect Beings is in it (elf abſurd, 


{o it is more abſurd to (ay, that two of 
thele neceſſary perfect Beings want 
ſome Perfe&ions 3 becauſe neceſſary 
perfect Beings cannot want any 
Perfections, There was, *tis true, 


a 


an eternal neceſſity that ſome Being 
ſhould exiſt of it ſelf, or without a 
Cauſe, and have all Perfe&tions3 vet 
there could not be any neceſſity of a- 
nother Being which thould want any 
of thoſe Pertecions the hrit had ; for 
it is as much, as to ſay, that it was 
eternally neceſſary there (ſhould exiſt a 
Being in ſome reſpects imperfeR, 
that is, an imperfect God ; nay, not 
only imperfect, but uſeleſs and fuper- 
fluous. 


mane from him, which though they 
are ſuppoſed to be each Almighty and 
All-ſuftfcient, yet mult be as needleſs 
to himſelf or to any Creation, as he 


is All-ſafficient for both; and who , 


can ſerve for no other end, than to rob 
Him of that Honour, Power, Do- 
minion, Glory, Praiſe, Adoration, 
Love, &c. which without thoſe E- 
manations he would wholly enjoy to 
himſelf, and which he can now only 
ſhare with two others ; ſo that no- 
thing can be a wilder Notion, than 
of one God emaning two Gods. 

If it be not contrary to Reaſon 
there ſhould be more than one neceſ- 
ſary Divine Nature 
ſon why the Heathens were blam 


for believing a Plurality of ſuch, * 


for above one, which will not equally 
hold for as many or more than they 
worhipped ; all which but one they 
ſuppoſed were not (elf-exiftent, but 
emaned Gods, And if they were 
without excuſe for worſhipping more 

— B thay 


And therefore it muſt be ab- .. 
ſurd to ſuppoſe it ſhould be neceſſary 

and eſſential to the Divine Nature of / 
the Father, to have two Natures to e- * 


Ia 


I demand a Rea- 
t} 


lince there can be no reaſon aſſign'd 


. 
05 Wo Die we 
” 


the Light of Nature what that one 
God is otherwiſe the generality of 
Mankind could not dittinguiſh be- 
tween Theiſm and Polytheiſm. And 
does not the Light of Nature de- 
monſtrate, that one God is but one e- 
ternal neceſſary Being ? And can it be 
ſippos?d that the Scripture ſhould ſo 
ſeverely condemn the Heathens as 
ſinning againſt the cleareſt Light of 
Nature, in adoring, more than one ; 
and at the ſame time require the Chri- 
ſtians upon pain of eternal Damna- 
tion, to worſhip three eternal nece(- 
fary Natures ? which is to make the 
Holy Scripture to contradict not only 


' theLight of Nature, but it ſelf ;, and 


let him if he can produce any one 
Argument againſt a plurality of 


Gods, which will not equally hold a- 


ainſt a plurality of Divine Natures. 
here are none that have wrote a- 
gainſt Heatheniſm, but have thought 
the Impollibility of mcre than one ne- 


, Ceſſary Nature,a Demonſtration againſt 


the Plurality of Gods; and conſe- 


; quently they ſuppos?d it molt evident, 
* that there can be no more but one ſuch 


- 


Nature, becaule they uſe it as a Medi- 
um (which ought always to be clear- 


| er than that which is prov'd by it) 


to prove the Exittence of but -one 
God, . 

I ſhall only inftance one Authority 
which may be inſtar o-1nium, and that 
is Grotinus de verit. relig. Chriſt, The 
firſt Atiribate of God (faith he in the 
begi-11i-1g of that excellent Buok) z, 
that he ts one God and no more. Thu 
* thence colleftcd, that he uu that Be- 


——__ 
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 thanone God, it muſt be plain by 


ing which is neceſſarily and by bimſelf; 
for whatſoever 55 ſei? or eh 
ſelf, is not conſidered in Kind, but as it 
# in Af : but if you ſuppoſe more Gods, 
then you will find nothing in each of 
them, why any of them ſhould neceſſa- 
rily be, and no reaſon wby there ſhould 
be rather two than three, or ten than 
frve * Add bereunto, that the multi- 
plicity of ſingular things of the ſame 
kind, proceeds from the fecundity of 
Cauſes, by reaſon of which fewer or 
more things are brought forth ; but God 
has no Origin nor Cauſe. So that this 
great Man is contrary to our Author in 
every thing. 1. In ſuppoſing it im- 
poſſible there ſhould be more than one 
neceflary Bring. 2, That more than 
one ſuch neceſſary Being would infer 
more than -one God; and that God 
could not .out of the Fecundity of 
Cauſes multiply his Kind. 3. What- 
ever had a Cauie or Origin, could not 
be God. 4. That there is no differ- 
ence between necclury Veing, or Be- 
ing by it ſelf, of without a Cauſe ; 
they are really one and the ſame with 
Him, and fo they are with all that 
have writ on this Subject : They ſup- 
pole God felt-cxiltent or without a 
Caule, becaule he is neceſ ry and e- 
ternal, They never make ule of our 
Au: hor's admirable diltin&tion.pag.50. 
of having neceſſary Exiſtence from a- 
nother, and neceſſary Exiſtence from 
one's ſelf. 

He asks me pag. 48. whether / 
think that God can be the neceſſary 
Cauſe of nothing z, or whether the Per- 
feftion of bis Nature does not determin 
Him to do what js beſt, or to do what 

he 
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he in his infinite Wiſdom knows fit to 
be done ? To which Lantiwer, That 
the Queſtion between us is not what 
the Perfetion of his Nature doth de- 
termin him to; but what the Perfecti- 
on of his Nature is ?. whether three 
perfect necefſary N-tures or one 
only ? which is queſtioning whether 
the Unicy of God be a PerteCtio! or 
not. Whatſoever is neceſſarily in God 
muſt contain the highelt Perfection,o- 
therwiſe it would nut be eficnrial co 
his Nature : but God being in his own 
numerically one Nature, abſolutely 


. and infinitely Happy and Perfect, two 
' other Divine Natures cannot be in 
Him, or (which is al! one with our 


Author) emane from him neceſſarily, 
becauſe they can add no Perfection 
great or little to Him, who in his oxe 
Nature contains all Perfe&tions what- 
ever. He and they together can be no 
more Good, Powerful, Wiſe, than he 
is alone : He alone is All-tufhcient, 
and two other ſuch Natures can make 
him no more. Therefore it mult be 
dire&ly contrary to the Nature of God 
and highly injurious to his Honour, 


© to ſuppoſe his Nature neceſſurily to 


emane two Perſons, who mult be 
needleſs ad intra to God himſelf, and 
as uſeleſs ad extra as God himfelt is 
All- ſufficient, But if God gave a 
Being freely to the Son and Holy Spi- 
rit, becauſe he in his infinite Wiſdom 
knew it fit to be done, 'they are no 
more neceſſary Beings than all other 
Brings which God allo produced, be- 
cauſe he in his infinite Wiſdom knew 
it hc to be done, or that the Perfecti- 
on of his Nature did determin him to 


_ 


what was beſt ; and conſequently they 
as all-others continue in Being, becauſe 
God*s Wiſdom thinks it bett, But 
to ſay that God ated otherways than 
ſo, that is neccſlarily, in producing or 
cauſing the Son and Holy Spirit to ex- 
iſt, who are as diſtin& and difttrenc 
from Him as two Men arc from all o- 
ther Men, is either to make him act 
without underitanding, or elſe to act 
contrary to his Mind : fur Neceflity 
only takes Place where Thoughts are 
wholly wanting, orelle the Power to 
act or forbear aCting according to the 
Dire&ion of Thought, But if God 
did not give them their Beings,neither 
as neceſhtated, nor becauſc he in his 
Wiſdom thought fit, (which our Au- 
thor calls xeceſſarily) he could not 
(there being no middle way ) give 
them their Beings at all, or. be the 
Original or Cauſe of them 3 and con» | 
ſequently they having no' Origin or 
Cauſe, mutt be as much without a 
Canſe,or (elf-exiltent,as the Father;and 
the ſame neceſlity (it I may fo ſay) thar 
made. the Father to exiſt, mult make 
them exiſt. And the Father,upon ſup- 
polition that they neceſſarily emaw'd, 
can be no more the Original of them 
than of his own Nature, becauſe the 
ſame Neceility that made his Nature 
exiſt, made it emane : It was as efſen- 
tial to it toemanezas to exilt 3 and con- 
ſequently the emaning Natures muſt 
be as ſelf-exiſtent, and indepeadent as 
his.own Nature, ſince they no more 
depend on him tor Exiſtence, or,con- 
tinuance in Exiſtence, than his own 
Nature does. Which very thing would 
the Defender ſeriouſly ,confider, it 
B 2 would 
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would make him abate of his confi- 
dence in his Hypotheſis. But more 
of this hereafter. 4 

2. Now I ſhall remind him, that tho 
the Delign of his Propolitions is to 
prove the Doctrine of the Trinity is 
not contradictory 'to natural Reaton, 
yet they (as I obſerv'd, SetF. 64.) di- 
rely deſtroy the Unity of God, which 
is the ſecond Point I am to examine : 
and that we may be aſſured there are 
not three Perſons or Divine Natures in 
the Godhead, he affirms,. Prop. 1 3. 
That the Godheadjor GOD inthe bigh- 
eft Senſe, can be but ONE NUME- 
RIC ALLY, and therefore the One- 
neſs ſo frequently affirmed of him in 
Scripture, is a numerical Oneneſs : and 
in his Anſwer to the Conſid. (to which 
he refers me) he ſays pag. 23. That the 
Name of GOD in Scripture u ever to 
be underſtood 52 the abſolutely higheſt 
Senſe. How could: an Unitarian. in 
more dire Terms. deny a Trinity ?. 
What he urges in behalf of the Trini- 
ty is pag. 17. where he ſays, The Holy 


* Scripture doth abundantly declare the 


Unity of God,but no where diſting usſh- 
eth of Unity, nor fays of what Na- 
ture that Unity is which it aſcribes to 
God, Buiit is not this directly contra- 
dicing Prop. 13. where he declares 
of what Nature or fort the Unity of 
God- is, to wit, 4 numerical Unity; 
and pag. 22.. That the Name of God 
in Scripture is ever to be underſtood in 
that higheſt Senſe ?+ And indeed.ithad 
been very abſurd to ſuppoſe. the Scrip- 
ture did frequently inculcate that God 
& one, and yet not-let us know in what 
Senſe he is one, except it:be abvions 
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to common Reaſon what: that One- 
nels is, to wit, one eternal abſolutely 
perfect neceſſary Being. [It's moi 
certain that when we aſcribe any 
thing to God as a Perfection, we a- 
{cribe it in the higheſt Senſe, and con- 
ſequently the Oneneſs of God muſi be 
taken in that Senſe. I delire to know 
what will deſtroy the Unity of God, 
if every thing Treble in him will not 
do it, as three Natures with three un- 
limited Powers, Wiſdoms, Goodneſſes. 

But he pleads, they are not three- 
Gods, becauſe there is an immediate 


Union in their ſpiritual Subſtances : | 


But I fay, no Union whatever can 
make threezeach of which is one God, 


to be but one God ;,. becauſe it is firſt. 


ſaying, each is one God, and then de- 
nying it by ſaying, .all three are but 
one God ;, {o that it cannot without a 
manifeſt ContradiQtion be faid,. that 
while each remains one God, they can 
any way be united into one God: for 
three of the ſame kind will be thrice 
what one of the ſame kind is. If Uni- 
on make them one God,it muſt either 
identify them by making them one 


and the ſame God:z-and conſequently. -- 


there can be no real diſtinction between 
them, or it maſt make none of. thera 
God by making them parts of God, 
which by Union compoſe one God. 


For we have no other Idea-of,Compo- \ 
fition, but-of one thing being made up 


of ſeveral, which by being-united con- 


fticate. that one 34 and which whether | 
material: or immaterial we. cannot | 
conceive, but as parts. of -the thing / 


F 


they conttitute, | For lince each is not - , 


the. whole. it muſt be.only a part of 


the. 
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the whole, whatever our Author pag. 
54. fays to the contrary. | would 


' willingly know why they are not as 
; much three Gods, though ſupposd 


fabltantially united, as it they were 
not united, ſince each has in himſelf 


! diftin&ly from the others all the Per- 


f{e&ions - of the Divine Nature, and 


, they could have-no more if they were 
; ſeparate. 


It is as much Idolatry to a- 
dore three united as three ununited 
Gods, fince in both Caſes you equally 


_ rob God of his Honour, by paying it 


to two numerically diverſe and dif- 
ferent Gods : And being Subſtances, 
they are in their Natures capable of 
ſubfiſting apart from one another. 


He pag. 53- miſrepreſents what I 
fay concerning Union, . as though I 


argued againſt the. bare poſlibility of 
their being united, and not of their 
becoming one God by Union, while 
each remain'd God diſtinct from the 
others : .and then makes a long Ha- 
rangue about Myſtery, in which he 
lays, if he do not ſeriouſly cry My- 
ftery, 1 know what 1 know of him. 

But however to do him the fuller 
Juſtice, I will mention what he further 
tays concerning this Union: In his 
firſt Defence, pag. 19. He faith, They 
are as much one with one another, as 
they without the moſt apparent contra-. 
dition are capable of being one, A 
Heathen would not have ſcrupled to- 
have ſaid as much of his Gods, But 
he gnes on and ſays, They are much- 
more than ſpecifically one: but then it 
is evident they cannot be ſo much di- 
ftinguiſhed as fo many Men or Angels 


which are but ſpecitically one, Buthe- 


will not allow that they are identified 
or numerically one, (p. 53.) but if we 
cannot apprehend any Medium' be- 
tween numerical and ſpecitical One- , 
neſs, then in profetling to believe it, 
we profels we know-not what. But 
| ſuppoſe he will fay at this turn, as 
he does in his ſecond Defence, pag.26. 
Well, ſuppoſe this ! Is it impoſſible for 
a thing to be of which we ſorry Mortals - 
have no Idea ? | fay no, by no means3 © 
but with humble Submiſſion he's a 
very ſorry Mortal that requires us to 
believe Words without any ldea's an--* 
nex'd to them. But let our Author: 
ſay what he will, he has till a Simily 
to help him out, This Medium be- 
tween ſpecifick and numerical Unity, 
is as great a Unity as that between the. 
Sun, its Splendour, and the Light of 
both : But thoſe muſt be either dif- 
ferent or the ſame thing ; if different, 
though of the ſame Kind, there can be 
but a ſpecifick Unity, or if the ſame, . 
a numerical Unity, Tf by the Light 
he means a thin Colleftion of minnte 
Particles, as he, pag. 58. defines it,. 
then he ſuppoſes the Splendor to be a . 
ſecond Sun, emitting a ſmall ſort of 
ative, ſubtile and piercing Particles : + 
but if by Light and Splendor he means + 
thoſe Idea”s thoſe: Particles cauſe in us, , 
he cannot diſtinguiſh between Splen- 
dour. and- the Light of the- Splen- 
dor, becauſe Splendour is but a great- 
er degree of Light cauſed by thoſe 
minute Particles in a greater Quanti-' 
ty,or more directly firiking our Eyes  ; 
lo that his Simily is every way faulty. 
Bur becaule in his -often repeated 
Suralies about the Sun, jts Light and-. 
| Heat, | 
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Sun, or which does exiſt by emaning 
from” it, analogous to our Idea's of 
Light and Heat; I told him, Set. 
69, That though there is in the Sun 
a Power to produce in us Heat and 
Light, as well as Pain and Pleaſure, 
yet there are no ſuch Senſations or 
Qualities in the Sun, which though 
(pag. 57.) he argues againſt, yet he 
fays the very ſame thing ; bur leſt his 
Readec ſhould perceive it, he calls the 
Effects (which when one pretends to 
talk Philoſophically, is very improper) 
by the Names of the Cauſes, and will 
not ſay that Heat is cauſed by, but 


that Heat is a cloſe ColleRion of mi- 


nute, f{ubcile, ative, piercing Parti- 
cles, and Light a thinner Collection of 
them, But do Clothes and Exerciſe by 
cauſing Heat, produce a CollcCtion of 
ſuch Particles? Why do they not ſome- 
times produce Light, which is but a 
leſs cloſe Colle&ion ? But in arguing 
thus, he grants all I would have, viz. 
Thar there are noſuch Qualities in the 
Sun, or emaning from it : but the 
Sun being a Body in perpetual Agita- 
tion, there are minute Particles flow- 
iegg from i, which by their Figure, 
Texture and 'Motion, alter the Fi- 
gure, Texture and Motion of fome of 
the ſmalleli parts of our Hands and 
Eyes, and thereby produce in us Light 
and Heat, which are as much. meer 
perceptions as Pain and Pleaſure. And 
I fay again,. there has not been any 
Book writ thele late Years on this 
Subject, but what proves there's no- 
ching in Matter, beſides Bulk, exter- 
nal Figure, and internal Conftigurati- 
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Heat, he ſuppoſes ſomewhat in the 


on of its minute Parts, which by 
their Motion produce in us Heat, 
Light, Colour, Sound, Taſte, &c. 
But enough of this. 

Our Author ſays in his firſt Defence, 
pag. 20. That outwardly and in re- 
ference to the Creation, they ['the 
three Divine Natures] are perfefly 
one and the ſame God, as concurrin 
in all the ſame external Aitions though 
in relation to one another there is a real 
aiſtinft:on berween them, But if there 
is no diſtintion between them in re- 
{pet of the Creatures to whom they 
are one and the ſame God ; why do 
the Trinitarians worſhip them as nu- 


merically different Gods ? for if they | 


adored them as the fame God, it 
would be as impoſſible to worſhip the 
one and not the other, as to worſhip 
and not to worlhip the- ſame God. 


But can there be a real and not areal di- . 


ſtinQion between them? The reaſon he 
gives why the three Divine Natures are 
but one God, is as ſurprizing, as the 
thing it ſelf; it is becauſe they con- 


car in all the fame external Actions : 


But if each is God, does it not ſup- 
poſe three concurring Gods ? Can one 
and the ſame God be faid to concur 


the Honour of the Father, who is 
God in the bigheſt Senſe, to {uppole 
him but a concurring God? It is in a 
manner ungodding him, fince we can- 
not ſay then that we owe more than 
the thixd part of our Being, Preſer- 
vation and Happineſs to him, For to 
attribute them wholly to him, would 
be robbing the other two who equally 
concur with him, of what is ew 

ue; 


} 
with himſelt ? Is it not dire&ly againli * 


Th 


- 
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due: and no Action can be wholly at- 
tributed to one, which, jointly belongs 
to Three. Bur if it be injurious to 
each Divine Nature to aſcribe to it but 
a Third of thoſe Benefits we receive z 
it muſt be injurious to ſay they con- 
cur'd in conferring them. Butzif he 
fays each wholly does all external 
Actions, then he contradics himſelf 
in ſuppoſing each concurs 3 for he that 
wholly does an Attion, can never be 
faid to concur in doing it. And if the 
Father be the Original of Minkind, 
there cannot be a ſecond and third Q- 
rigiua], except Mcn can have as ma- 
ny Ocizins. A ſecond Ocriginal is as 
great nonſenſe as a Second Furli, and 


a firſt Original is no more Senſe than 


a Firſt Firft: ButT eter che Defſcnder 
to my Letter, from Sef#._77, to 83. 
where I have handled this Point more 
fully. By this time I believe it is evi- 
dent to an impartial Readcr, that no- 
thing our Author has affirmed of the 
Son and Holy Spirit does abate of 
their being Gods in the higheſt Senſe, 
or make them one and the ſame God 
with the Father ; and conſequently 
there cannot be a more open and grol- 
ſer Polytheiſm than his Hypotheſis of 
three eternal and neceſſary Divine Na- 
tures. But, 

The Defender is not content with 
aſſerting three ſuch Natures, (which 
one would think ſufficiently abſurd ) 
but he alſo runs into a Numiber of 
Inconſiftences concerning the Manner 
of the Exiſtence of two of theſe Na-. 
tures in making them ſuch, and yet 
not ſelf-exiltent, or from none 3 but 
that they had theireternal Beings trom 
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another, Now as it is evident that 
whatſoever is ſelf-cxiſtent is eternal, 
becauſe there is no Author or Cauſe 
of its being foit is as evident, that 
whatſoever is not ſclFexiftent, but 
has receiv'd its Being from another, 
or has been cauſed to be, caynot be 


from Eternity 3 becauſe to receive a ' 


Being, or to be cauſed to be, fſup- 
poſeth the Non-being to precede Be- 


ng. 


Tizey rauſt once not be, orhers |, 


wiſe they were not capable of being 
cauſed to be ; and conſequently they: 


coald not always have been in being 
or from Erernity, What can be a more. 
manifeſt Contradiction,than that that 
which had ever been, ſhould once be 
cauſed to be ? or that that which had 
been from all Eternity, ſhould from 
not-being be produced, caufed or e- 
maned into Being ? Or muſt not that 


| 


\ 


i 
| 
| 
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which is emaned into being, ſome- 

time or other begin to be ? Or can ! 
that which has a Beginning be from 
Eternity, which neceſſarily ſuppoſeth ' 
no Beginning ? For we have no Idea * 


of any thing being from Eternity, but . 


that it had no Origin. But our Au- 
thor, pag. 46, ſays, That the Son and 
Sprrit had an Origin. And Prop. 6. 
The Father « the Original of all other 
Being s,in which the Sn and Holy Spi- 
rit are comprehended. 


1 
) 


So that we , 


muſt (if we can) believe that two ne- ' 


ceſſary Natures had an eternal Origin 
or Beginning ; and that they have 


been cauſed to be, tho they have al- / 
ways be;n. It's as great a Contradi- ' 


ion to fay, that that which has had: 
an Origin has been from Eternity, as 


that that which will have an End ſha!l- 


laſt. 


rea fon 


laſt to Eternity : And if what has had 
an Origin, can be from Eternity, Cre- 
ation, which is but giving an Origin 
to things, may be from Eternity; And 
why might not God cauſe a thing to 
be voluntarily as well as neceſſarily 
from Eternity, ſince in both Caſes 
Being is equally beſtow'd ? And eve- 
ry Being that is not without a Caule, 
(as God the Father alone is) mult 
have a Beginning ; for there is no Me- 
dium between having Being from 
none, and from ſome one : and what 
has Being from ſome one, mult once 
be without Being, and fo have a Bc- 
ginning. And if God be Eternal be- 
cauſe he is Self-exiſtent, by parity of 
Reaſon, what is not Self-exiſtent can- 
not be from Eternity : Eadem eff ra- 
150 contrariorum, is as undoubted a 
Maxim as any whatever; ſo that no- 
thing can be more evident than that, 
To have an Qcrigin or Cauſe, or not 
to be (elf-exiſtent,, and to be from E- 
ternity, are inconliſtent, And if they 
are inconliſtent in themſelves, what- 
ever Terms you expreſs them in,they 
will be fill inconfifttent. Whence it 
ſavours (to ſay no worſe) of great 
prejudice, and fondneſs of an Hypo- 
theſis, that when a thing is a Contra- 
diction in ſome Terms, to ſeek out 0- 
thers to hide the Contradiction. 

But our Author is ſo unhappy in his 
Attempt, that the, very Terms he 
makes ule of, (viz. To have Exiſtence 


from God by way of neceſſary emanati- 


on) contain in themſelves a direct 


Contradiqion: for whatſoever ſub- 
ftancial Being or Nature emaneth from 
- another, muſt before its Emanation 
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exiſt ſome way or other in the Nature 
it emaneth from, otherwiſe it is im- 
poſlible to emane from it, but it mutt 
emane from nothing, which is the ve- 
ry ſame as Creation : For every Na- 
ture muſt either emane from nothing, 
or from the Nature in which it pre- 
exiſted, But to ſuppoſe a Nature to 
exilt by emaning, is to ſuppoſe it did 
not exilt before its Emanation, and 
conſequently could not emane from 
another Nature, but from nothing : 
Except it firſt emaned from the Na- 
ture and afterward exiſted ; which 
puts me in mind of a certain Poet, 
who introduces Adam in great halte 
going, to be created. So that if the 
Son and H. Spirit did not exiſt before 
their Emanation, it is impotſible they 
ſhould emane from God, otherwiſe 
than that God by the voluntary exer- 
ciſe of his Divine Power emaned them 
from nothing ; and conſequently they 
could not emane or sſſue forth (as he 
Prop. 15. terms it) from the Divine 
Nature, But if the Son and Holy 
Spirit did exiſt before they emaned, 
they did not exiſt by Emanation, but 
were (el{-exiftent as the Nature of the 
Father. Upon my aſſerting of which, 
Sett. 58. he anſwers pag. 47. But I 
ſay with as great aſſurance, that what- 
ſoever Subſt ance emanes from another, 
muſt owe its exiſtence to that other ; 
and the contrary is a manifeſt Contra- 
diftion, but to whom I know not ex- 


cept to himſelf, But I mult beg leave- 


to diſſent and tell him, that all Sub- 
ſtances whatſoever owe their exitience 
to God, and not to the Subſtance 
they emane from ; and that a'l Gt- 

neration, 
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neration, Emanation, or Proceſſion in 
created Beings, is only the different. 
Forms and Figures which the various 
Coalitions of Matter, according to 
the Laws of Motion, do produce: and 
conſequently wharever Subltance e- 
manes from another, however it may 
be modified by it, does not owe its 
Exiltence to it, but is as old as the 
Creation it ſelf. And by Parity of 
Reaſon, whatſoever emanes from a 
ſelf-exiltent Subſtance, does not owe 
its Exiſtence to the Subſtance it emanes 
from, but is as ſelf-exiftent as that 
Subltance. Though to exiſt by e- 
maning except from nothing, be, as 
hath been ſhown, nothing lets than a 
Contradiction z yet our Author tells 


us, Pap. 18. it 5s a very preſumptuous 


| Conceit, and in the ſecond Defence, 
| Pag. 25. an intolerable Preſumprion not 


eo conclude it poſſible, Though he fur- 
ther ſays, we have a clearer Idea of 
it than voluntary Creation ; yet all the 
Idea he gives us of it is, That it's a 
more excellent way of exilting than 
that of Creation. 

But before I proceed in the Exa- 
mination of his Hypotheſis, ic will be 
neceſliry to obviate an exception he 
takes at my uſing words taken from 
material Subtiances, in diſcourling of 
Spiritual ones z which is a molt frivo- 
tous exception, becaule it is impotlible 
to be avoided, tince we have no Ideas, 
and conſequencly no words to exprels 
them in, bur what we have from ſen- 
fible or material Object3, and the 0- 
perations of our Minds about them, 
as is fully demonſtrated in Mr. Lock's 
Eſſay of Hunan Underſtanding : Aud 
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it is ſufficiently evident from Holy 
Scripture ir ſelf, which that we may 
underſtand it, repreſents God with 
Face, Eyes, Hinds, Bowels, back 
parts, Motion from Place to Place, &c, 
and (o Spirits are deſcrib?d as Stand- 
ing, Falling down, &c. and in a 
Word, fo are all other things relating 
to ſpiritual Beings, But this excep- 
tion is very ſtrange from one whoſe 
Hypothelis is built chiefly upon Ema- 
nations, Which is a Word borrow?d 
from Matter, and ſignifies thoſe mi- 
nute Parts or Effluvia's of Matter 
which flow from Bodies : and his Hy- 
potheſis makes the whole, or the one 
Divine Efſence, either to emane from 
it ſe]f,or to be divilible,and have parts 
emane from it ; or elſe what he ſays 
is wholly unintelligible. 

The firſt Argument I made uſe of, 
Seft. 57. to (hew it impoſlible the 
Son and Spirit could emane from the 
Father, was, That they being both 
infinite Subſtance», and as ſuch being 
equal ; toTuppoſe two Infinites to e- 
mane from one, is to ſuppoſe twice 
as much to emane from a Being or 
Subſtance, as the Being is. To which 
he anſwers, I change his Phraſe, Be- 
ings whoſe Perfettions are unlimited, 
and who have all they can have with- 
out a manifeſt Contradittion ;, which 
Phraſe by the way, is not to be found 
in his Propolitions. But why might 
not I call them infinize Subſtances, 
ſince twice in his Propolitions by 
way of Explication, he calls them 
Subſtances, and «very where talks of 
the Union of their Subſtances : and 
pag. 56. of his third Defence, de- 
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fines Per fon by Subſtance ? And it is 
evident, that if the Subſtances do not 
emane, the Perfetions that (ubſiſt in 
them cannot emane 3 and if the Per- 
feCtions are infinite or unlimited, the 
Subſiances cannot be finite or limited - 
and pag. 8. he expreſly ſays, The Son 
and Holy Ghoſt are all _ and 
3nfinite, But where is the Difference 
between Infinite and his own term «1- 
limited? Does not the one ſignify 
without Bounds, as the other without 
End? and the Argument will equal- 
ly hold with the one Term or the 
other. Therefore I have no Reaſon to 
change thoſe Terms, nor did I injure 
him in uſing them. But that all In- 
finites are equal, is as evident as 
that there is an inequality between 
Finite and Infinite : for if one Inti- 
nite were leſs than another, there muſt 
be ſome bound or end of that Inti- 
nite, which would be to make it Fi- 
"nite; wherefore for two Infinites to 
emane, from one, 1s to ſay, twice as 
much emanes from a Being as the Be- 
ing is. Nay, if the Son and Holy 
Spirit were both but one Infinite, to 
tuppoſe them to-emane from but one 
other Infinite, is to ſuppoſe the whole 
Lafinite to emane from ir ſelf; but if 
their Nature each of them is as truly 
Divine and Infinite as that of the Fa- 
ther, they muſt each of them be equal 
ro him, and conſequently cannot e- 
mane /from him. Can two Suns 
etich is a more proper Simily for 
equal Natures, than the Sun and the 
Rays) enigne from one Sun ? Would 
it not be £0 ſuppoſe twice as much to 
e3.anc from; Tac Dun as wi in it ? 
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The Defender upon better thoughts, 
though I did 2 —_ ule oP his 
Phraſes, thus replies, Be be pleaſed te 
take notice, that there is nothing in this 
acute arguing, except be means by 
infinite Subſtances, Subſtances of an 
infinite bigneſs, He might as well 
have ſaid, To be and not to be was a 
Contradiction only in Subſtances of 
infinite bigneſs for the Reaſon is the 
ſame, of what Nature or fort ſoever 
the Subſtances be, provided they were 
capable of emaning : Becauſe the Ar- 
gument does not depend upon a Be- 
ing having Bigneſs or Quantity, but 
upon the equality of Beings that e- 
mane from one another : For let an 
equal number which has neither Mat- 
ter nor Bulk emane from an equal 3 
does not the whole Number emane 
from it ſelf? So ſubſirat an Hour 
from an Hour, and fee what becomes 
of the firſt Hour, So that if the Na- 
ture of the Father emanes from it ſelf 
an infinite and boundleſs Nature, it 
muſt wholly exhauſt the Nature of the 
Father,which is but Boundleſs and In- 
finite, But to ſuppoſe two ſuch Na- 
tures to emane from him, is to ſup- 
poſe twice as mach to emane as the 
Father's Nature is. It is (as I ob- 
ſerved Se&. 59.) dividing one infinite 
Subſtance into three infinite Parts. 
To which he replies, How does ow 
Author alrcady run. Taplaſh? Eut 
I will not therefore forbear replying, 
and I anſwer, No doubt it is a horrid 
Contradition ſo 10 affirm: but haw 
rank doth this ſmell of the erofs 
thing called Body ? his Mind rims al- 
together upon material Subſtances which 

alone, 
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atone, ) ſay, have Parts to be divided 
inte, Then he goes on to demonltrate, 
that an infinite SpiritualSubitance can- 
not be divided into infinite Spiritual 
Parts 3 which is the abſaurdicy, orif he 
pleaſes, the Taplaſn | am condemn- 
ing as the immed:ate conſequence of 
his Hypothetiss For what difference 
can we perceive between one infinite 
Nature emaning out of it ſelf two in- 
finite Natures, by which it ſo far parts 
with them, as they become two di- 
ſtint and diverſe Natures from it, as 
diſtin and different as ſo many Men 
or Angels, and one infinite Nature 
divided into three infinite Parts? And 
by our Author's leave we not only 
attribute Parts to Matter, but we are 
forc'd to do fo to every thing (whe- 
ther Finite or Infinite) we can in our 
Minds add to and abſtraQt from,which 
we cannot but conceive as Parts. So 
we ſay that Numbers and Duration, 
and Space though Infinite, have Parts, 


' And the ſober Enquirer, in his View 


of the Conſiderations, pag. 92. owns 
that conceptible parts in the Deity no 
Man can avoid: And if neither the 
whole Divine Nature nor a part of it 


_emaned from it ſelf, it is a Contra- 


diction to our Idea's, that any thing 
ſhould emane from it: What is a 
Contradi&ion in thoſe Terms, will be 
ſo in any other. 

But to gratify our Author as much 
as poſſible, we will expreſs his Do» 
Qrine in the ſofteſt Terms we can, 
viz, one ſ{clF-exiſtent, eternal and ne- 
cefiary Nature, which alone is firſt in 
Nature, not in Time, whillt it remains 
ſuch, being not ſubject to any altera- 


tion whatever, becomes neceſſarily and 
eternally, three eternal and neceſſary 
Natures, two of which are not fc!t- 
exilicn', Or in other words, cne im- 
mutabl: God neceſſarily and eternally 
becomes three Gods of the ſame Na- 
ture, but not three (elf-exittent Gods ; 
which' though they are monſtrous 
Contradictions in themſclves, and to 
our conception of but one God ;, yet 
our Author is ſo happy as to be able 
to tell us how this is done, namely, 
by Emanation, whereby two of theſe 
Natures iſſued forth (as he terms it) 
from the felf-exiftent Nature. And 
though each of theſe Natures is equal 
to the Nature from whence they e- 
maned ; yet the emaning Nature is 
not capable of the leaſt Diminution: 
Though one would think to have 
two Natures to emane from one 
ſingle Nature, fo as to be diſtin and 
different in Number from it, muſt be 
a diminution to that Nature, fince it 
has two Natures by emaning them 
from it ſelf leſs than it had. Butif 
the Nature of God is indiviſible, and 
conſequently no part nor any thing of 
it can emane 3 nothing can be more 
evident but that all other Natures, be- 
cauſe not ſelf-exiſtent, muſt be proe 
dud from nothing. But he fays, 
pag. 13. There is not a Creature that 
gm another of the ſame hind, 
ut may be properly ſaid to communi- 
Sate its own Nature, and yet notwith- 
ſtanding forgoes not its own individu- 
al Nature, nor any part of it, But 
by his leave every generating Creae 
ture does part with ſome of its Sub- 
fiance, (which he may call Nature) 
C2 where- 
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whereof the Fatw is form?d, and 
which by Acceſlion of Nouriſhment 
grows at length to be a Nature or 
Subſtance eg ual to irs Parent. But in 
the divine Generation the Son and 
Spirit have cheir whole Beings and Na- 
tures from che Father*s Nature, and 
not by acceiſion from without, but 
all at once, and from all Eternity. So 
that for the Father to communicate 
his Nature to each of them, whoſe 
Natures are equal to his, would be 
doubly to annihilate himſelf. 

For a Nature to multiply its kind,js 
a ſignof Defet and Weakneſs in that 
kind of Nature : for the fame Reaſon 
that makes it capable of Propagating, 
makes it ſubject to Corruption and 
Diffotution, becauſe ic ſuppoſes it divi- 
ſible and ſubject to augmentation and 
diminution, which Beings in their Na- 
ture immortal are not ; and therefore 
what can be more abſurd than to ar- 

ae from Beings that are divitible, and 
or that reaſon. alone capable of Ge- 
neration or Emanation, to Beings 
that are indiviſible, and conſequent- 
ly not capable of having Emanations 
flow from their Subſtances ? I know 
none in his Senſes ever ſuppoſed fo 
groſs a thing of finite Spirits as pro- 
pagating their kind: however ſome 
Men take the Liberty not only to ſup- 
poſe it of God himſelf, but that he 
aQs therein necefſarily as inanimate 
Beings do ; nay, they ſuppole it to be 
one of the highett and imoſt effential 
Perfetions of his Nature, which I 
conceive to be moſt abſurd, as well as 
a molt high Aﬀront to the fole intin'te 
Majelty of God and it carrics this 
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in it, that it neceſſarily inferreth not 
only a Plurality, but an Infinity of 
Gods ; For if (ud daes not conſtant- 
ly and neceſſarily multiply Divine Na- 
tures, he has loſt a PerfeQtion which 
they lay is ef[cntial and neceffary to 
his Nature 3 which change cannot hap- 
pen in the Nature of God, but if 
(as the Sun ſucceſlively emits an in- 
numerable company of new Rays) he 
does from Eternity to Eternity pro- 
duce new Natures, mult needs 
be infinite in Number, But if he ſays 
God is eternally emaning into Exi- 
ſtence the Son and Holy Spirit, it is 
ſo far from being true, that they were 
eternally begotten or emaned into 
aQtual Being, that they never will bg 
ſo, though the Father is in doing it 
from Eternity to Eternity, by a con- 
tinued ſucceſſive Generating. But how 
can they that were, as he ſays, bound- 
leſs and infinite from Eternity, be ca- 
pable of any farther Production ? And 
every new or farther Production muſt 
be as infinite and boundleſs as each of 
them. 

Having thus fully (as I ſuppoſe) 
fhown the impoſſibility of the Fa- 
ther?s iſſuing torth Emanations from 
his own Nature, I ſhall be the ſhorter 
in my Remarks upon his Anſwers. 

I ſaid, Set#. 59. upon Suppotition 
that the Son and Spirit are neceflary 
Emanations, | cannot ſee how they 
owe their Origin more to the Father, 
than the Father to them, ſince they 
are all three of a Subltance, which is 
ſclf-exiftent 3 hich w (he ſays) ve- 
ry ſurprizing, and ar much as to ſay, 
that the Koot no leſs owes ts Orrgin 

fo 
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to the Tree, or the Ray: to the Sun, 
than vice verſa. As to his Simily 
from the Sun, 4 have ſufficiently ſpo- 
ken to it already, As to that about 
the Root and the Tree, it is evident 
(not to mention that the Tree cannot 
owe its Origin to the Root, becauſe 
ic is partof the Tree) chat the Trunk 
and Branches do not owe their Origin 
to the Root, but are all vitibly in the 
Seed, which by Nouriſhment received 
from without, do equally increaſe to 
theix detigned Bulk. But to make it 
any ways parallel, Suppoſe a felf- 
exittent Root to emane neceſ[arily 
from it ſelf (without any new Matter 
added to it) two Tranks, each of 
which is as big as the emaning Root ; 
would not the Subſtances of all three 
be ſelf-exiftent, tince they are all three 
of the fſclf-fame felf-exiftent Sub- 
ſtance z and conſequently one can no 
more owe its Origin to another, than 
the ſelf-ſame Subliance can owe its 
Origin coir ſelf ? | 
In the ſame Section I faid, What- 
ſoever ['Subttance] proceeds from a- 
nother, mult hrlt be in it, except it 
can be in it and proceed from it at the 
ſame time. Upon which he asks, 
Whether the Rays are not as old as the 
Sun ? or whether all Thoughts muſt be 
younger than Minds, becauſe they 
bave their Original from them? As 
to the tutt. | grant the Rays are as 
old as the Sun, and the reaſon is, be- 
cauſe they have the ſame Origin as 
the Sun; yet they cannot be in the 
Sun, aftd emane from it at the fame 
time. As to the ſecond, Whether 
Thoughts are younger than Minds, it 


is not to the purpoſe, becauſe we are 
diſcourling of Subttances, and of ſub- 
ſtancttal Emanationsz which if he ſup- 
poſes Thoughts to be, how many 
Subſtances would be created and an- 
nihilated in a Minute ? But however, 
to anſwer his Queſtion, All Thoughts 
muſt be younger than Minds, becauſe 
Thoughts are Operations of the Mind, 
in conceiving and comparing 1dea's 
together, conſequently Minds mutt be 
betore Thoughts. But though all 
Thoughts mult be younger than 
Minds, becauſe they owe their Origin 
to the Mind, as being meer Operati- 
ons of the Mind ; yer the Powers or 
Abilities that are effential to the 
Mind, muſt b: as old as the Mind, be- 
cauſe they do not owe their Origin to 
the Mind, Here he blames me for 
calling Emanation a Separation, and 
ſays, That Dsftinflion, Separation 
and Difference, are ſeveral things. | 
ſuppoſe molt of the Trinitarians think 
DittinQion and Difference to be o, 
becauſe their Books are full of Di-- 
ſtinQions without Difference, He 
further ſays, That tho the Son and 
Spirit proceed from the Father, yet 
they are ſtill in him, and ever bave- 
beensn him, Burt .to emane from, to 
iffze forth and proceed from, and yet 
{iill co be in, are Contradictions in our 
Conceptions. And our Anthor, Pag. 
45- makes emaning from, and kind-- 
ling, the fame. But what is kind-- 
ling, bur ſeparating the Parts oft any 
thing one trom another, by a violent 
rapid Motion? And what 1S the E- 
manation of the Rays, which he fo 
much inlilts on, but their ſeparation 

from: * 


*from the Body of the Sun ? 

In the next, Sed. 60. he wholly 
miltakes the Argument, aud then 
wanders to God?s Decrees 3 which is 
nothing to the Purpoſe, in a Dil- 
_ courle of ſubſtantial Emanations, 
Upon my ſaying, Sett. 63. What 
- greater Abſurdity can there be, than 
that Beings which have inhnite 
Perfections, ſhould want ſome ? Be- 
ſides a long Harangue about Inh- 
nite, he aniwers, /t i no- monſtrous 
Buſineſs to imagine, that a Being 
which has not every Perfettion, may 
have thoſe it us poſſeſt of, in the high- 
eft degree. To which I reply, that it 
is monſirous that a Divine Nature 
which he -owns contains all Perfecti- 
ans, ſhould want ſome Perfections, 
and thoſe the chiefeſt : Or that Na- 
tures, that are, as he ſays, bowndleſs 
and infinite, ſhould not have 1nhnltte 
Perfections z which is to make them 
(to uſe his Word) unlimited in El- 
ſence, but limited in the Perfections 
of Eſſence, as wanting the greateſt ; 
the want of which abates, ( as he 
fays, pag.7-) and conſequently bounds 
. - their boundleſs Perfetions. Nor can 
they have in the higheſt Degree thoſe 
Perſetions they are poſſcſt of, as un- 
limited Power, Wiſdom and Good- 
neſs: For if the Father be the only 
Wiſe, the only Good, and greater 
than the Son and Spirit, they have not 
thoſe Perfecions in the higheſt De- 
gree, nor are they (as I have already 
proved) unlimited, God cannot 
communicate any of his Attributes, 
without communicating all ; becauſe 
he cannot communicate any, without 
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communicating his Divine Eſſence, 
in which (as all Properties do in a 
Subllance) they inſeparably exiti, And 
it God communicate his Efſtnce, he 
mult communicate with it his Self- 
exiltence and Independency, which 
are allo ifſeparable trom his Eſſence. 

I muſt now beg leave to tran(cribe 
my Sed. 68. that the Reader may the 
betcer ſee whether it contains ſo 
GROSS A CONCEIT, ard ſuch 
BEASTLY STUPIDITY, as our 
Author, pag. 55. charges it with.— 
© If they, the tinge ſuppoled intinite 
* Subſtances,are more than one, they 
*© cannot be Intinite, becauſe being 
& Subſtances of the ſame Sort, they 
* muſt be bounded and limited one 
& by another. If the Subſtance of 
© the Father be every where, How 
«© can the Subſtance of the Son be 
* every where too, at the ſame time, 
& and after the ſame manner ? For 
& if Beings can be in the ſame Place 
© at the ſame time, inthe ſame man- 
6 ner as they muſt be if they are of 
* the ſame ſort, it is impoſſible to 
« diſtinguiſh them 3 becauſe we have 
© no other mark of diſtintion be- 
© tween Beings, but that they can- 
(© not be in the ſame Place, at the 
& ſ{amne time, in the ſame manner. 

| hope our Author will grant that 
two Nutmbers will determine one the 
other, becauſe if they did not, they 
would be one and the ſame : and con- 
ſequently whatever things we predi- 
cate two or more of, they muſt bound 
one another, otherwiſe they could not 
be two : what makes them two, muſt 
neceffarily limit them fo that two 
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Tatinites are a plain Contradidtion, be- 
cauſe nothing can be Intinite which 
is determined : but if they are two, 
they muli be determined, otherwiſe 
they would not be two but one and 
the ſame. One Infinite cannot con- 
tain or comprehend another Infinite 3 
if it did, it would be the ſame and 
not another z therefore that other 
muſt determine it : What is not all 
of the ſame kind, and (o is lingular, 
- muſt have bounds or limits, other- 
| wiſeit would be all; and this is ſo ve- 
; ry plain, that ſhould a Man in any 0- 
| ther Caſe affirm more than one Infi- 
nite of - the ſame kind, he would 
ſcarce be thought to be in his Senſes. 
Who was ever (o ridiculous as to aſſert 
more than one Infinite Space, more 
than one infinite Duration ? yet nei- 
ther Space nor Duration are corporeal 
Subſtances, To luppoſe two infinite 
Spaces or Durations, muſt we not ne- 
ceffarily ſuppoſe an end or limit to 
one, before the other can commence ? 
To ſuppoſe two Intinites of the ſame 
fort, is to ſuppoſe an infinite addition 
to that which is already Inhnite 
therefore it's very evident that what- 
ever Nature or ſort a Being is ofy if 
we conceive more than one, we car 
not conceive any of them as Infinite ; 
nor can we believe that the three Per- 
ſons are (as he ſuppoſes) as different 
as ſo many Men or Angels,and yet be- 
lieve that each of them can be after 
the ſame marner every where, be- 
cauſe holding both, is t» believe them 
diltint and not dillindt, different yet 
the ſame. And this mult neceſſurfty 
be, as long as ve have no other marks 
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of Identity and Diverſity, but that 
Beings cannot be after the ſame man- 
ner, in the ſame Place, at the fame 
time: If our {Author had any other 
marks of Identity and Diverſity, he 
ought to have diſcovered them before 
he was (o free of his obliging Expreſ- 
lions, If there can be more than one 
Infinite of a ſort, there can no reaſon 
be alſign'd why there may not be an 
infinite Number as well az two or 
three 3 ſo that it would not be abſurd: 
to ſuppoſe an infinite number of Spa- 
ces, Durations, &c. , And if more 
than one infinite Being can be every 
where, an infinite Number may as 
well be every where; and by parity 

of Reaſon a vaſt Number of finite Spi- 
rits may be in the very ſame Space as 
contains one, which our Author ve- 
ry roundly ſuppoſes, and ſays, They: 
that do not ſuppoſe it bave no manner 
of Notion of what they believe. But 
= _ c yrs pry —_ 
charg'd with be 1dity, Or © 

wr. no Notion of = 3 fays) in 
his Effay of Human Underſtanding, 
Ch. Identity, ſpeaks thus : © We have 
© Idea's but of three ſorts of Sub- 
© ſtances ; firſt God, ſecond finite In- 
&© telligences, third Bodies. Though. 
*© theſe three ſorts of Subſtances de- 
* not exclude one another out of the 
* fame Place, yet we cannot conceive: 
* but that: they muſt neceſſarily each 
© of them, exclude any of the ſame- 
© kind out of the ſame Place, or elſe 
** the Notions of Identity 'and Di- 
*« verſity would be in vain. Thers 
* could be no ſuch diſtintion of Sub. 
& ſtances or any thing elle. from one 
&- another. Andi 
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And if other Authorities after this 
great Man were not needlefs, | might 
add the Learned Cuſanw, who Lib. 
J. de mente, (ays, Impoſſibile eft plura 
efſe Infinita, quoniam alterum efſet in 
altero finitum, There cannot be more 
than one Infinite, becauſe the one 
would make the other Finite. And 
another Learned Author ſays, Dwic- 
quid aftu eſt infinitum, ei nequit dari 
menſura. Dem et attn infinitus, ne- 
quit ergo ei dari menſura qua menſu- 
retwr, ' At fi plures eſſent Des, unus 
efſet menſura aliorum, & ſic nullus 
rorum efſet infinitus, There can be no 
meaſure of that whicy is aftually in- 
finite : God 1s altually infinite, there- 
fore there can be no meaſure of bim. 
But if there were more Gods than one, 
none of them would be Infinite, be- 
cauſe they would be a Meaſure one to 
another. Therefore his three Divine 
Natures being (as he ſuppoſes) every 
way united to one another, cannot 
but be a Meaſure to one another. 
And the greater part even of the Tri- 
nitarians the Modalilts, look upon 
our Author's DoGtrine of three inh- 
nite Natures, as a notorious Contra- 
diction. 

But the Defender to prove his af- 
ſertion. a«ks, How can God be in thoſe 
Spacer fil”d with Body ? or how can 
Body and Soul be in the ſame Space ? 


Which Queſtions 1 thought I had pre- 
vented, by adding — Beings «of the 
ſame ſort after the ſame manner : 
but that he ſays, can be only for 3 
Blind, To which | ſhall no otherwiſe 
reply, than by putting him in mind 
of the Proverb, There are none ſo 
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blind a: theſe that will net ſee, How- 
ever by the by, it's a precity-way of 
anſwering Arguments, to tell his 
Reader, T hat that wherein the Strength 
of his Argument lies, can be only for 
a Blind, pag. 55. But this Argue 
ment holds not only in Subſtances of 
all ſorts, but in Modes and Properties; 
as for inltance, more than one with 
infinite Power i3a Contradiction 3 be- 
cauſe infinite Power neceſſarily ſup- 
poſes Supream Power, which becauſe 
all delegated Power is contain'd in it, 
comprehends all Power. And lince 
our Author, pag. 61. has a diſtintF 
Notion of 4 Being abſolutely Perfe, 
and Beings of unlimited Perfetions , 
I defire to know what Idea's he has 
of three having each of them ſu- 
pream or unlimited Power over the 
Univerſe ? -[s it not firſt aſſerting that 
one has it, then denying it by ſaying 
another has it ? The Chriſtians of the 
frſt Ages thought it an unanſwerable 
Argument againſt the Heathens, that 
there could not be more than one God, 
becauſe there coufd not be (ſupream 
Power being indivifible) more than 
one that could enjoy it. How eaſily 
could the Heathens have retorted this 
Argument upon the Chriſtians, had 
they held with our Author more Na- 
cures than one, each with ſupscam 
or unlimited Power : So that if the 
Father has all or ſupream Power, it's 
evident the Power cf the Son can be 
no other than a delegated ſubordinate 
Power, and conſequently not unli- 
mited and intinitez and the Reaſon 
will equally hold for all other Divine 
Pertections : So that by what has _ 
al 
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ſaid it appears, that toſuppoſe more 
than one Divine Nature, 1s to make 
God a Finice and liinited Nature with 
Finice and limited Perte tions, which 
is in a manner as diſhonourable to 
God, as tv deny he has any Being at 
all, 

But our Author is not content with 
what he (ays here, but pag. 58. alter 
a long Dialogue of his own framing, 
(where he makes a Man of my Head. 
prece (as he phiales it) not heſitate 
at replying that Space is a real nothing, 
and a great many lilly things betides) 
he charges ne with prodjgto's, mon- 
ſtrous Preſump'ton, im drawing moſt 
confident concluſions from Premiſes 


that are unjpeakab'y above the reach of 


human Underſtanding —and with Fol- 
ly and Madneſs in the Liberty I take 
with the moſt profoundly adorable De- 
ity (he (hould have laid Deitzes.) In 
an{wer to-which, and all his harangue 
concerning Mytery, and the difficul- 
ties pag. 46 ) about Erermiy, Cc. 
which a P.olycheilt might as well make 
uſe of for a Million vf Gods, or a 
Papitt for Tranſubltantiation, or any 
other Contradi&tion though never 10 
palpable ; 1 thall «nly ask our Author, 
Are Intinity and Eternity mere empty 
Sounds without Idea's annext to 
them? If they are, why does he uſe 
ſuch words ? If they are noty is it not 
pollible to join other Idca's to them, 
which are manitcltly inconlittent with 
them? which if he has done, then all 
his Common- place- Harangue will not 
mike them contiftent: To what 
end is ſuch an Harangue ? except he 
will ay, there's no knowing a Con- 


tradition from a Difficulty. Or muft 
a Man be oblig'd to folve all the dif- 
hculties tn Nature and Metaphy licks, 
before he can have a Right co tell him, 
that he is chargeable with as grofs 
Contradictions, as to be, and rot to be. 
For though our Idea's of Intinity and 
Eternity are not compleat and ade- 
quate, (as perhaps our Idea's of few 
other things are) yct as far as they 
reach, they are as diſtinct and clear as 
any other; otherwiſe we could not 
demonlirate that there is an infinite e- 
ternal Being, of which 'we have as 
great a certainty as of any Mathema- 
tical Demonſtration. Our Idea of 
Infinity confifts in a ſuppoſed endleſs 
Progretſion of the Mind, which is 
ſtill adding on to thole large ſteps it 
hrſt takes : Whatever belides the In- 
exhauliibility of the Subject, puts a 
{top to the Mind's adding, on, 15 di- 
rectly contrary to our Idea of Infini- 
ty. As for inſtance, ſuppoſe you join 
a beginning to infinite Duration, you 
thereby neceſ[arily put a ſtop to the 
Mind's adding : and therefore our Au- 
thor's aſſertion of an eternal Begin- 
ning or Origin, is as plain a Contra- 
diction as To be, and Not to be e- 
ternal. So in adding one Infinite to 
another, you put a ltop to the pro- 
grefſion of the Mind concerning the 
hrit Infinite ; becauſe inftead of ad- 
ding on, the Mind has aQtually paſt 
over one Intmite; and is viewing ano- 
ther. To add two Intinites together, 
is (as Mr. Lock ſays, Ch. Infinity, 
F. 29.) too groſs an abſurdity to be 
confured. What is it then to ſuppoſe 
three Infinites, and thoſe two every 
way 
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way cloſely united to one another? In 
this caſe, which way foever the Mind 
turns it ſelf, its Idea-of Infinity is 
deſiroy'd ; their Continuity or Union 
every way terminating one another, 

So that at laltall the monſtrous pro- 
digious Preſumption I am guilty of, 
is, in owning the weakneſs of my 
Underſtanding, the thortnefs of my 
Idea's, and conſequently the narrow- 
neſs of my Belief, in not giving al- 
ſent to what appears tobe a Contra- 
diction to the Unity and Iutinity of 
the Divine Nature. 

| hope by this time the Reader is 

- atisfied, that the 68th Sefton in. my 
Letter, did not deſerve thoſe hard 
words the Defender was pleas'd to be- 
Row upon it, Had I afferted (as he 
does, pag. 52.) the. Infinity of Quan- 
ity, 1 had deſerv'd ſome ſuch Com- 
iments. But. muſt excuſe him ſince 
find what he there ſays is too true, 
that he wnderſtands nothing of Infir 
aite.and that it © an amuſing confound- 
ing word for bis Brains, which, 
all Unicarians muſt think, is ſome 
excuſe for his aſſerting the Son and 
Holy Spirit to be all Boundleſs and. 1n- 
finits, as pag. 8. 

Lfaid, Set. 75. AS there can-be no 
Incquality,ſuch as he ſuppoſes between 
infinite Beings ;,, fo we cannot pay a 
IÞwer degree of Honour to the Son 
and Spirit than to the Father, with- 
out ſuppoling an.inhnite diſtance be- 
tween them. For as long as we 

ray to each as having neceſſarily in- 
erent. in- himſelf inhnicte Power, 
Wiſdom, &s. our Devotion termi- 


nates incach, we give cach. the ſame: 
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'the Will of that other. 


Divine Honour, To which he ſays, 
p.58. © This is a very falſe Charge, for 
++ we heartily acknowledg that all the 
© Honour we pay to the Son and H. 


* Spirit, ought to be ultimately ter. - 


© minated in theFather; and | am ſure 
© he cannot think otherwile of thoſe 
& hecalls the real Trinitarians, becauſe 
* their Hyporhefis neceflarily obliges 
them {o to believe, whatever the 
Hypotheſis of the others does. But 
the H.ly Scripture is ſo expreſs 
upon this Point, that I ſhould think 
no Chrittian ſhould tind it hard to 
. believe it, no, tho there were no 0- 
& other Text but this for it,viz.-T hat 
© at the Name of Jeſus every Knee 
& ſhould bow 
&« God the Father, Phil.2.9.10,11. 

We will now fiſt ſee when it can 
be faid, that the Honour we give a 
Perſon is not for his own, but tor the 
fake of another on whom it ultimate- 
ly terminates;, and then examine 
whether it be ſuch an Honour which. 
the Trinitarians give to the Son and. 
Holy Spirit. 

The Honour we give a Perſon,does 
not ultimately terminate on him when 
it is not. for any inherent Quality in. 
himſelf, but for the ſake of-fome Pow- 
er, Trult or Office that is receiv*d trom 
another,. and: which he holds during 
Thus we 
pay Honour to a Vice-roy, a Judg, a. 
Magilirate,becauſe they. are the Image, 
or ſome way repreſent that Perſon who- 
endued them with Power. Whate- 
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ver Honour or Defcrence we pay fuch- 


—t0 the glory of 


Perſons, it ſtill terminates in the Su- - 


Rreme 5. it. is. ſox his Sake and to his. 


Honour. 


Honour: And the Reaſon is, becauſe 
ſach Perſons, how much ſocver they 
may be advanced above their fellow- 
Subjects ; yet in reſpe& of the Perſon 
that advanced them, they have no 
Power at all, but are meer Miniſters 
and Servants. So our Lord Chrilt, 
cho he is highly advanced as a Re- 
ward of his perfe& Obedience above 
all his fellow-Creatures 3 yet in re- 
of God he is a meer Miniſter 

| and Servant, wholly impotent, can 
\ (as he faith) do nothing of himſelf : 
and the Reaſon why the Honour 
given him in Scripture is not for his 
own ſake, but for the Glory of God 
/ the Father, is, becauſe it is a delega- 
ted Honour, God has made him a 
Prince and Saviour, giving him all 

* Power after his ReſurreQion: or be- 
+ cauſe (as this Text ſays) God has 
iohly exalted him, and given him 4 
ame above every Name. And there 

is no inliance in Scripture where any 
Honour, Glory, Power and Dignity 
is aſcribed to Chriſt, either by him- 
ſelf or any Man or Angel, but is ex- 
preſly given to him either as a Man,or 
as the free gift of God to a Man. 
And ic*'s more than probable, that this 
is ſo done, teſt it ſhould adminiſter oc- 
cafion to People to terminate their 
Worthip on him, as a Divine Nature, 
with all Perfe&ions neceſſarily and e- 
rernally inhering in him. It would 
be abſurd, if he had ſuch a Nature, 
not to worſhip him for himſelf uJti- 
mately 3 except an eternal and neceſ- 
fary Dtvine Nature is not to be wor- 
ſhip'd for its own ſake, which would 
be to ſay, that the Father is not to be 
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worſhip'd ultimately for the ſake of 
his Divine Nature. The Honour 
that docs not terminate on the Perſon, 
is never given to the Creator but to 
the Creature: and of this Nature is 
that Honour or Worſhip we give to 
thoſe Gods or ſupreme Powers which 
are the Deputies or Repreſentatives af 
the moſt high God : which Worſhip 
does not ultimately terminate on 
them, becauſe what they have they 
have from God, and hold it onlydu- 
ring his Pleaſure : What then can be 
2 (tronger Argument that the Son is 
not God than this, that rhe Honour 
we are oblig'd to pay him, does not 
ulcimately terminate in him but in a- 

nother? If any thing were ftran 
from our Author, this would be, that 
he that is God is not to be worſhip'd 
for his own ſake, or that a ſupream 
Being muſt not have ſupream Honour, 
But let us now fee what fort of 
Worſhip it is which the Trinitarians 
pay to the Son, They, of whatſo- 
ever Denomination, are ſo far from 
honouring the Son for the ſake, and 
to the Glory of God the Father, that 
in their publick Prayers and Liturgies, 
they give him 
the Father 3 and both Papiſt and Pro- 
ceſtant Trinitarians in their damning 
Creed make them equal, and declare 
that none is before nor after another, 
none greater or leſs than another, the 
Glory equal, the Majeſty coeternal. 
Which equality is as much to the 
Glory of God the Father, as it would 
be to the Glory of a King ta have his 
Subjects ſet up two others with equal 
Power and M:jeſty. Therefore I 
D2 wonder 
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wonder with what aſſurance our Au- 
thor can deny, that the Trinitarians 
have 3 Objedts of {upream Worſhip : 
and he himlelf in this Treatiſe is for 
giving Divine Worſhip to the Son and 
Holy Spirit; and Divine Worſh:p can 
be no other than Supream, and con- 
ſequently muli terminate in the Per- 
ſon to whom. it is given. Nay, be 
cannot terminate his Worſhip more in 
one than in another, fince all three axe 
(as he ſays) one and the fame God 
With reſpect to the Creatures, 

All chat our Author can ſay is, that 
it is to the Honour of God the Father, 
becauſe they lepend on him 3 but the 
more dependent he ſuppoſes them, 
the more abſurd ir is to pay the ſame 
Honour to a dependent, as he does to 
the independent Being. But their de- 
pendence, fince he makes them necel- 

ary Beings, is Independence : And 
becaufeour Author is much taken with 
Similtes, I-(hall oblige him with. one 
that is more parallel than that of the 
Sun and. Rays. Suppoſe (to: there 
has bren ſuch a thing in Nature) one 
Man born with,. and growing out of 
the lide of another, who was a diitinct 
Manzthough neceſſarily united co him, 
which was manifelt. by their diſcour- 
ling one with another, Now in this 
in{tance, we have one intelligent Sub- 
ttance emaning from another; yet this 
did not make him owe his Being or 
continuance in Being to the 'other, 
tince they had che ſame cauſe of Be- 
inz and contiauance in Being, on 
which cauſe both were equally depen- 


paid the ſide-man terminate in the 6- 
ther z for in honouring the one, they 
no way honour the viher. The Pa- 
rallel is very eaſy and natural : for as 
the two Men d: pended on the faine 
Caulc, and therefore the em.ned Man 
was no way obliged toy the other ; 
ſo God's Nature h-ving uo Cauſe, 
his luppc fed Emanations mult be 
as much without a Cauſe; for 
what is neceſſary to the Natwe, -is as 
much without a Caule as the Nature 
it telt : therefore they c2uld no more 
be obliged to God for their Divine Na- 
fures or their being Gods, than God 
is bcholden to himfclt tor his own 
Nature ;. lince there was the {aime ne- 
ceſiity of his emanirg them as of exi- 
ſiing himſelt,and cont. quently they are 
as independent as he and therefie have 
a right to be worthipped ultimately 
without reference to him, who can be 
no more faid to give thein that right 
than to give it himſclt. So that if our 
Author's Hypothelis be true,' there are 
two Divine Natures or Gods, who en- 
joy all the Rights of theur Godheads by 
as good a Title as the molt High God 
himielt z which. if they. are not three 
Gods in the highett Senſe, itis impoſ- 
liole to imagine what are three Gods, 
and as ſuch it is too notorious that all 
Trinitarians worſhip them. And tho 
they may with the help of Diltincti- 
ons, Without any difference, deny and 
wrangle about the plaineti Contiadi- 
Qtiims3 vet it would be in vain to de- 
ny matters of Fact, {ince it is evident 
they have thrice Obyets of ſupream 


dent, \and not one upon the other; Worſhip, each of which they. adure 


wor did the Honour and Reſpect Men 


apart one fiom the other; which is 
cither 
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either owning three Gods, or elle 
owning themſelves guilty of wilful 
Idolatry, in paying Supream Wor- 
thip to what they do not believe to be 
God, | 

The reaſon why it is ſo neceſſary a 
Duty to believe the Unity of God, 1s, 
becauſe we ought to have but one Ob- 
ject of ſupream Worlhip 3 ' whoever 
has more, dettroys that Unity, 'and is 
guilcy of Idolitry : For it is moſt e- 
vident that if the having one Objec of 


Supream Worſhip, be the adoring of 


one God or ſupream Being z the ha- 
ving' three ſuch Objc&s. and the ado- 
ring each ingly” and by himſelf, is 
the Worthip of three Gods.” And'in 
this point, whether 1t he lawfal to 
have more thanone ObjeRt of lupream 
Worthip, tums ar preſent the-whole 
' Controverly between the Trinitarians 
and Anritrinitarians, This was the 
Point I chictly infifted on in'my Let- 
terz and this is what I ill delire a (e- 
rious anſwer to; For our Authors 
anſwer 'is a plain denial of Matter of 
Fact in their Worthip, and a condem- 
nation-of thole that ſo worſh.p. 

Buc to return, let the Relation be- 
tween the Divine Perſons be what it 
will, that is wholly ad intra, with- 
out any reſpe&t or reference to Crea- 
tures, who being, equally oblig'd to 
each for their Beings. and all the Ble(- 
ſings they do here or thall hereatter en- 
jov, (which are the things they ought 
to pay the higheſt Adoration for) 
ought to pay to cach the highett ; and 
co:1equently not wer{hip one tor the 
Sike ot the other, but each for his 
own ſake. And this is evident from 


this farther Reaſon : For ſuppoſe (as 
we very well may, if there are thrce 
Divine Natures) that two of them 
no way concern?d thernſelves with 
human Afairs, and that our Happ:- 
nefs or M.icry no way depended upon 
tem, there would be no reaſon why 
we thould give them Divine Wor- 
(hip. but we ought to give it to him. 
wholly from whom we have our Br 
ing, and expect our Happineſs: and 
for the ſame Reaſon, if we are equz!- 
ly indebted. ro each, Juſtice and Gra- 
ticude will oblige us to pay to each 
equal acknowledgment, and to ter- 
minate Gur [Devotions no more on one 
than on the others. And I challenge 
him to produce any Text of Scrip- 
ture where there is any ground laid for 
the Worſhip of Got, buc it will agree 
to him that has unlimited Wiſdom; 
Power and Gocdnels, &c. neceffarily 
and eternally ; and who” betiows up= 
on us onr Lite and: Happineſs: and 
what Worſhip we exhibit to God' is 
certainly for his own Sake, and ulri- 
mately terminates: in him. Thus if 
there be the fare Reaſon for termina- 
ting our Worſhip on the Son as on the 
Facher, it's abſurd to do otherwiſe. 
Nay, were the Trinitarians conſi- 
ſtenc with themſelves, they ought to 
pay a thouſand times more Acknows= 
ledgments to the Son than to the Fa- 
ther, tince the Benencs they receive 
from the one, fo much exceed the Be- 
neh15 they receive from the other. For 
ſuppoſe one ſhould owe to two Per- 
ſon:, to whom he was otherwiſe 'e- 
qually oblig*d,an immenſe Sum, with- 
out payment of which he muſt for 
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-ever {uffer the Miſcries of an intoleza- 
ble Impriſonment : would he not owe 
almolt infinitely more to that Perſon 
who not only freely and generouſly 
forgave him himſelf, but even volun- 
tarily paid to the other, though with 
lols of his Life by an ignominious and 
painful Death, whatſoever their com- 
mon Debter owed him ; to whom he 
was no further oblig*d than for ac- 
cepting the full Satisfaction of him 
that became his Surety, The applica- 
tion to the Father and the Son is very 
ealy, As to the Father's ſending his 
Son, if the Son were not his Subj, 
and ſo he could command him, it 

-could amoant to no more than the Fa- 
cher's being willing to receive and ac- 
cept of the Satisfaction the Son was 
as willing to pay in the ſtead of the 

ter. . 

Bac let us ſuppoſe the Father, Son 
and H. Spirit as equal in Nature, fo 
al <qually obliging to us, and there- 
fore each of them deſerving from us 
our whole Hearts and Souls, which 
it is impoſſible for us to give to more 
than one: we muſt wittingly and 
willingly by beſtowing them on one, 
either commit Sacrilege againl(t the 
other two, orelſe by dividing them, 
give each but a Third of that which is 
wholly due to each of them, which 
would be Sacrilege againſt all three. 
Theſe are the Miſchiefs of our Author's 
Scheme of Religion, which it is im- 
poſſible for him to avoid, but by own- 
ing with the Unitarians, that there is 
but one eternal neceſſary Nature, which 
is to be lov'd and honoured infinitely 
above all, and all others as his Crea- 
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Scripture) for condemning 


tures,but for his Sake and for his Glory. 
And now let the Reader judg whac 
great reaſonour Author has to triumph 
and inſult over his Antagonil}, as he 
does all along, but more eſpecially p. 
62,63,64. where amongſt other thin 
he ſays, be cannot but ſuſpett, it is = 
encreafing or upholding of a Party, &c. 
which bas very much the aſcendent of 
the Love of Truth. How may the 
Learned Socrates ſhame the ſelf-con- 
ceited Dogmatizers ? How much rather 
world I be modeſt Socrates, than « C hrj- 
ftian who ſo leans to bis ownor his Par- 
ty's Underſtanding ? Our Author is a 
little unlucky in ſo much mentioning 
Socr ates, who choſe rather to embrace 
Death than our Author's beloved Hy- 
potheſis of more than one Divine Na- 
ture, though that was the Religion of 
his Country and of the World : but I 
cannot blame him that ſets up for 
more than one ſuch Nature, (which 
appears fo be contrary to the cleareſt 
Reaſon, as well as the moſt expreſs 
others for 
leaning upon that Guide, which the 
one God has obliged them to follow, 
their own = not others EE 
ing. As to his ſuggeſtion of our havi 
I. Motives,not the Love of Truth, 
in oppoſing him, it is as groundleſs as 
uncharitable. For what delign but 
the Love of Truth is it almoſt pollible 
for a Man to have in defending a Do- 
Qrine,the doing of which expoles him 
to be ruin'd by Penal Laws, and 
which is worſe, makes him an Obje 
of the Averſion and Deteſtation of all 
Sets? But ſince our Author has 


given me the occaſion, I ſhall preſume 
| to 


( 


toask him, how he cany. not only 
own the Churches Faith, the Atha- 
nalian Creed, but (if he is of the 
Clergy) ſolemnly ſubſcribe to it, and 
devoutly read it with all its damna- 
tory Clauſes, when it afferts but one 
Subſtance, one Uncreate, one Eter- 
nal, &c. and affirms the Holy Spirit 
to proceed from both the Father and 
the Son ? the contrary of all which 
he aſſerts in his Pcopokitions, and 
makes God the Father to have two 
Sons, both iſſuing from him by way of 
Emanation : and conſequently the Son 
is not (as contrary to all Creeds as 
well as the Scripture) God? only 
Son. 

But I ſhall conclude, only adding, 
that as it is contrary to the Genius of 
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Religion, and is the way to eternize* 
Errors, fo it betrays a mean and low 
Spirit, to embrace an Opinion for 
the ſake of a Party though never ſo 
venerable. And for my part, as | have 
been taught to call no Man Maſter but 
Chriſt, fo I will own no other Name 
but that of Chriſtian, and not of any 
diltinguiſhing Party or Set; and 
theretore will be chargeable with no 
controverted Doctrine further than 
what I exprefly own; and that I'do 
the Unity of the Nature of God, 
which is certainly of all Dodctrines the 
moſt fundamental z and which I have 
abundantly ſhown from the Confide» 
ration of his Efſence, his Attributes, - 
his Works, and from the Duty. and- 
Worſhip we owe him. 


POSTSCRIPT. 


ND' now Tam at leiſure to be- 
A ſtow a word or two _= my 
rt Adverlary the Enquirer, who in 
- Advertiſement to his Yiew of the 
Conſiderations, charges me preſently 
with «4 double deplorable Impotency; 
and that for no _ _ but ſay- 
ing the Enquiry being ſo fully exa- 
mad by cs Hand, I ſhall. only 
obſerve, &c. but initead of an(wer- 
ing and ſhewing the weakneſs of thoſe 
few Oblervations I added, he only 
vents his ſpleen. in ſtud:ed Raillery,. 
and-contemptuous Expretſions, But 
it's uſual tor Men highly conceited,. 


when. their weakneſſes axe. expos'd,. 


to-grow angry, And 1 find the calm 
and fober Enquirer not exempt from 
the ſame Intirmity. He fays, I rave 
mm my Dream in ſuppoſing he makes- 
Parts in God, or three. inadequate 
Gods, And tor reply ſays, I appeal 
to that little Senſe he bas left bimſelf, 
whether Power alone be God excluſrve-- 
ly of Wiſdom and Goodneſs ? Then; 
adds he, *ris an madequate or a'not-- 
Compleat Notion of God, and then by 
his profound reaſoning not eternal. tut. 
is not this diſowning and owning” 
three inadequate Gods ? For where 15 
the Difference between three - inade- 
quate Gods, and three £:ch of which is 
Ges. 
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God, and yet none of them is God 
in a comp!eat and adequate Senſe? 
And if the Father alone be na more 
God, than Power alone excluiive of 
Wiidom and Goodne(s, he mull cer- 
fainly be God in \a very inadequate 
Senle: tor neither Power, exclutzve nor 
inclufive of Wiſdam and Goodnels,is 
God, - but all three Properties oft the 
Father, who could not be {aid to be eter- 
nal, except he had not only Power but 
all the Divine Attributes. I wonder 
with what aſſurance he can deny. that 
his Hypotheſis makes three inadequate 
Gods ; tince he ſays, . pag. 47. When 


you predicate the Name of Godof any. 


. one of them | the Perſons |, you herem 
expreſs a tru: but inadequate conception 
of God ? Now if you predicate the 
Name of God of every one of them 
ingly, and then add them together in 
one Number, I appeal to the--En- 
quirer's great Senſe; how far-ſhort 
that comes of three inadequate Gods 
And he further adds in the tame Place, 
As the Body u the Man not excluding 
the Soul, and the Soul the Wan not 
excluding the Body, ſo each is God not 
.exclading the ethers, which: at belt is 
buc making each to be God but in 
Party as the Budy or the Soul is but 
Man in part though with this dit- 
ference, that cach of the three Perſons 
is but the third of Gad, when the Bo- 
.dy or the Soul is the Moicty of the 


Man. - For each of theſe conceived by 


8 ſelf, are (as he words it, pag. 51.) 
indrvigual Eſſences; but conceived to- 

ether, th:y arethe entire individual 
Eſſence of God, Which | aver is de- 
ſixoying the Godhead of cach, fince 
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each can be no more God, than the 
Third of an Eflence can be the entire 
Effence it lelf, 
not making parts and compoſition in 
God, I reter the Reader to what 1 
have ſaid, pag. 12. And this notion 
was by the Antients counted a kind of 
Sabellianiſm, vid. Petav. Add:n ad 
Tom, 2. de Trin. pag.$66, and it was 
by ſome of the Fathers called Atheiſm, 
Id. L. 1. deIr. C.6. F. 3: as ob- 
{erv'd by an Anſwer to the Animad- 
verlions on the. Dean of P, &c. pag. 
164. Andit is, by the acknowledg- 
ment of his own Party, Blaſphemy a- 
gainti God the Father, whom they all 
own to be God in the moſt perfect 
Senſe 3 and who, if he were not fo, 
the addition of the other two would 
not make one God in the moi perte&t 
Senſe 3 becauſe hc could not commu- 
nicate to his Son and his Holy Spirit, 
thofe Perfetions he had not in him- 
ſelf. But to do him Jutticeghe ſeems, 
pag. 48. to be aſham'd of this Noti- 
on, and (avs, That the Father is the 
only rrue God, but withal adds, 
TH AT new«ther excludes the Son nor 
Spirit from bemg the true God. [Not 
to take notice of the Contradiction, 
that the Father is the only true God, 
and yet others are the true God as well 
as he. ]. This is directly to dettroy his 
Hypothelis, and is aſſerting what, 
pag. 6. of his Enquiry, .he 1ays, no 


Man that conſiders with ever ſo little 


Intention and Sincerity will offer at, 
namely, That they are three and one 


an the ſame reſpett : torif the Father 


be the one only true God,and all three 


but the ſame one only true God,' the 
three 


And whether this is - 


2 
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three and the one are the ſame in all 


reſpedts whatever z, and there can be 


no more difference between them than 
between the {clt-ſameGod and himlclt, 
So that if each {ingle Perſon. be God 
but in an.inadequate Senſe,the Trinity 
mult be {o too, becauſe that is no more 
than what each Perſon is,the true God, 
And, p. 78. of the View, hc is toic?d 
to own that the Father is -.,d in the 
molt adequate and periect Sente of 
the Word, and conſequently all three 
can be no more.. Thus.the three and 
the one are the ſame in the ſame re- 
ſpe&: and if there is more in the 
three in any reſpe& whatever, than in 
the Father, it muſt either be a Per- 
fe&ion or an. Imperfetion ; if a Per- 
feQion,. the Father is not God in the 
moſt perfe& ſenſe of. the Word ;, if 
an Imperfedtion, then the Father is 
God in a more perfe&t Senſe than. all 
three together. But I will fay no 
more on this Point, fince Lhave in my 
Letter fully proved that neither Son 
nor Holy Spirit can be the ſame God 
with the Father, and conſequently if 
there is but one God, the Father is 
that one God excluſively. both of. Son 


and Spirit. 


I cannot but remark, that this calm. 


Enquirer has-no fixt or certain Faith 
of what the three are, which he ſays, 
are in. the Godhead, Sometimes he 
is no more a Trinitarian than thoſe 
he writes againſt, ſuppoſing the three 
in the Godhead are Wiſdom, Power 
and Goodneſs : ſometimes he?s a Mo- 
dalilt,. as, page 48. where he ſays,, 
Father, $:n aritd Holy Ghoſt are cach. 
the true God, becauſe. each of. them: 


communicates in the Godhead; which 


is the Cant of the Modalilis; and is 
as much as to ſay, the Father, Son and 
H..Gholt communicate in the God. 
head,or in Father,Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
Sometimes he talks like a Realiſt, in 
{uppoling it-potible, though not cer- 
cair, that the three are three individu-: 
al Eſſences 3 an this-latt ſeems to be 
his more ſettled O 1,. becauſe he 
talks ſo much of the mutual Compla- 
cency.and delicious Society that is be- 
tween them . Which is to make God 
acolleftive Name ot leveral intelligent 
Beings conveling together... Which 
Notion as to one. part of it welt a- 
grees with that of the old Pagans ; 
who-as well as our Author could. not 
think a Divine Being. abſolutely hap- 
py-in it ſelf; or (to uſe his expreſ- 
lions) bad no guſt ful Idea of a bap- 
py State tn meer eternal Solitude,there- 
tore did ſuppoſe 4 delicious Society of 
Gods, ſolacing one another with ever-- 
laſting Harmony, and mutual Coms 
Placency into higheſt. Delectation.:. but: 
as tO the other, they could never ſup- 
poſe: this delicious Society, each ob 
which was- one God, to be ſiill-but: 
one and the ſame God,. 

He fays, © His (meaning me).con-- 
<* fidently taking it for-granted on alt: 
&* Hands, that all Infinutes are equal; 
* {hewshis littk compaſs of Thought. 
& and how unacquainted he is-with: 
& the Diffculties . of- a. Controverly.,.. 
* wherein yet: he will be fo over-- 
© meddleſom, us pauca reſpicitt.Cte.. 
«© But who ſo buld as —? [I challenge 
him. to. produce: any- one- that ever 
{uppos'd.fomewhat more- than 1nfi- 
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rwite, which muſt be, if Infinites are 
unequal: and it one Infinite be leſs 
than another, the lels would ceale to 
be Infinite, by having a bound or end 
it to it. And there would be no 
Difficulty Cwhich he wry 
in ſuppoling unequal parctls of Mat- 
ter to be divided each into inhinite 
Parts, if they could be divided into 
unequal Parts. But I would willing- 
ly know, whether it isa Finite or an 
Infinite Inequality that is between In- 
finites. Butl have ſpoken ſufficiently 


- of this Matter already, and fo 1 have 


of neceſſary Emanations. 

He fays of me, He did not need 
when be writ, to have abandon d all 
Logick and common Senſe, that would 
have told him, Relata ſunt ſimul na- 
tura, But why that Reflection on 
me, except it be that, $: 55. (which 
is the only Place he can mean) I ex- 
prefly fay, Relatives cannot exilt but 
at the fame time ? If I had aſſerted a 
Firſt in Nature in contradiction to 
Time, I ſhould have had as little Ho- 
neſty as he ſuppoſes I have Senfe, in 
making uſe of a diftinction of which 
t had no Ideaj nor can they who uſe 
it, explain to others what they mean 
by it. And now having .taken no- 
tice of all his Flurts and Mifreprefen- 
cations, | take Jeave-of him as civilly 
as he of me. Good Night My, En- 
querer. 

But now having (as I fippole) 
ſufficiently maintain?d my Reftc&ti- 
ons, I ſhall addreſs my felf ro the 
Reader, and mind him, that not only 
the Real andNominal Frinitarians dit- 
fer one from another, but the Real a- 


mong themſelves, as theſe two Au- 
thors I have been conlidering, and 
the Nominal among thernſelve,and 
every one is diflatished with all other 
E «plications beſides his own, as con- 
tradictory, abſurd, or unintelligible, 
and inconliftent with either the Unity 
or the Trinity : and they attack one 


another with Arguments boxrow?d 


from their common Adverſary the 
Unitarian, which every one counts 
valid againlt the reſt, Whencel can- 
not but reniark, how wonderful the 
Power of Prejudice and Education is, 
whereby it comes to pafs, that though 
they cannot reconcile their Father- 
God, and Son-God, and Holy-Ghoſt- 
God, with the Unity of God; and 
though both Scripture and Reafon do 
molt expiefly and clearly affert, that 
there is but one only God the Father 
of allz yet they cannot quir their in- 
veterable Do&trine, And though the 
Nominal plainly perceive the Realiſts 
guilty of Polytheiſm, yet they join 
with them in the ſame Form of Wor- 
ſhip, wherein they adore equally with 
them three Divine Perfons under di- 
Rintt and different CharaCters, each 
by himſelf as'one entire perfe&X God. 
And though the Ignoramus-Trinita- 
rtans cannot catis? themſelves with 
any explication, yet they think them- 
ſelves (till oblig*d to profeſs in words 
a Doctcine they cannot in their own 
Minds make confiſtent with it ſelf. 
Bat I hal ask theſe Gentlemen, whe- 
ther God requires impoſlibilities of 
them, or whether it 1s poſlibfe for 
them to believe what they cannot ap- 
prehend: but inconliftent with, and 
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' Chriſtian Religion, whici: all grant 15 
plain and eaſy m its Fund:mentals, as 
ſuted ro the timplicity of che bulk of 
Mankind, can chiefly be built upon a 
Do&rine ſo unintelligible, that the 
molt Learned Men of that Perſwalt- 
on for above Thirteen undred Years, 
have in vain laboured to make it in- 
relligible and conſiſtent with it elf; 
and ſober Men eſteem it as vain an 
attempt as ſquaring the Circle, or 
finding out the Philofophers-ftone, 
&ce? | 

But fince my preſent Buſineſs has 

been with the real Trinicarians, I 
ſhall conclude with an Argument of 
Athenagoras a molt Learncd Writer of 
the ſecond Century,in his Apology for 
the Chriſtians to Marcus Antoninus. 
Which being urged againſt a Plura- 

lity of Gods, is as ſixong againſt a 
plurality of Divine Natures, Eflences, 
&c. And it ſeems to be but an ab- 
ſtrat of what I have more at large 
faid againſt my Adverfaries ; which I 
quote not for his Authority, but for 
the Reaſon of it. Tranſlated into 
Engliſh it runs thus : 

« Pray conſider {faith he) the Rea- 

« ſons why we affirm, that from E- 
& ternity there was but one God the 
<« Creator of the Univerſe. If from 
« Eternity there have been two or 
& more Gods, cither they are united 
« in one and the ſame Eflence, or 
& each of them has a diſtin& Efſence 
© to himſelf. But for them to ex- 
&« ilt in one and the ſame Eſſence, is 
« impoſlivle ; for though they ſhould 
© be one in their denomination of 


contradictory to it ſelf; or whether the | 
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© Gods, yet as begotten and anbe- 
« gotten they muſt be different : ſce- 
«© ing what is begotten reſembles its» 
&«© Parent, whereas the unbegotten is 
& like nothing, bring neither rnade 
& of, nor for any thing, - But if ic 
& ſhould be faid that many Gods are 
& one, as the Hand, Foot, and Eye 
© are but Parts of the fame Body, 
« Socrates will tell you, that what is 
« compounded of and divilible into 
«© Parts, is both made and corrupti- 
« ble: But God is uncreated; ime 
& paſſible, and undivilible, there- 
&« fore not conliſting of Parts. But 
6 ifevery one hasa diſtinct Exiſtence, 
© where (hall the other or the reſt be, 
& whilſt he that made this World 
& furrounds and governs the Crea- 
&« tlires which he form?d ? If the Ar- 
&« chite&t of this Earth (which is of 
& a Spherical Figure, inclos?d with- 
&« in the Celeſtial Orbs) be over his 
& Works, and rule them by his Pro- 
& vidence 3 what Place (hall we aſſign 
& to another God ? Not in this World, 
& for it belongs to another ; nor over 
the World, for he that made it, is 
& aboveit: And if he be not in the 
&« World nor over the World, where 
& can he be above the World or 
& God? Is it in another World ? If 
& ſo, then he is nothing to us that 
© governs not our World ; nor can 
& his Power be great, being contin'd 
© toa certain Place, If therefore he 
& js neither in nor over this World, 
© nor any other, (for there is no 
&* other, ſeeing all Parts of the 
« Univerſe make but one World, 
© whereof the entire extent is fh1Pd 
« by 
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& where, for there is no Place for 
& him. But ſuppoſing him ſome- 
« where, pray to what purpoſe ? 
 < plainly to none at all, &c. It will 
- © be ſaid, perhaps to provide for us z 
& but certainly he cannot provide for 


 & by its Maker) therefore he is no | 


&/ thoſe he has notmade. It follows 
© therefore that if he created no- 
& thing, nor provides, nor can be 
& confin?d to a Place;. there is no 0- 
& ther God at all, but one from Ecer- 
& nity, the only Creator of the Uni-- 
& yerle. 
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A REPLY to the Szcond Derence of 
the XXV1IT Propoſitions, ſaid to be wrote 


in Anſwer to a Socinian Manuſcript. 


S I R, 
NOW find by Notice in the 

Gazette, that your Learned and 

Worthy Friend, whoſe Name 

you concealed from me, is the 
Lord Biſhop of Gloceſter, He has pub- 
liſhed an Anſwer (which he calls, A 
Second Defence 4 his Propoſitions) to 
a private Manuſcript, which he calls 
Socinian. Which MS. to excuſe his 
not publiſhing it, he tells his Reader 
he had returned to you, and had it not 
by him, nor a Copy of it. He faith he 
collected the Subliance of it : I be- 
lieve what he thought the Subſtance z 
but how ſhall the Reader judg of that ? 
ſince as a gicat Matter tells us, T lic 
Context, the Stile, and the Phraſeo- 
logy of an Author mult be well con- 
ſidered by one that means to under- 
fiand him perfectly. But it ſeems he 
was not willing to loſe an Opportu- 
nity to expoſe a Heretick, tho' he 
ſirain'd Civility in ſo doing, In the 
mean time, my MS. gave occalion to 
encreaſe the Number of his explana- 
tory Propoſitions. - But after this far- 
ther Explanation of his Explanation, 
he is as obſcure as ever, tho? that (to 


deal ingenuouſlv) js rather his MiCſ- 
fortune than his Fault ; for there are 
ſome things which will never be ex- 
plain'd while the World ftands : ſuch 
as neceſſary and eternal Emanation, 
Divine Fecundity, the Difference be- 
tween Order of Time and Order of 
Nature. 

One thing, before I begin my Re- 
ply, let me acquaint you with : Iam 
adviſcd to paſs by whatever does not 
concern the Cauſe, to bear the Impu- 
tation of affected Poedantry, Igno- 
rance and Arropance. Contemptuous 
Charges en..ugh to exerciſe the Pa- 
tience of a well-compos'd Man, and 
urge one of my Make to take out Let- 
ters of Repriſal ; at leaſt by way of 
Self-defence, to lay ſomething like that 


of Tully, Non video in h4c mea medic- 


 eritate ingenii quid deſpicere poſſit An- 


tontws, But] will ſubmit my Reſent- 
ment to my Adviſer, as obedient Sons 
are wont their Faith to their Mother ; 
and that not only for the Reaſon aim'd 
at by my Friend, but alſo out of Re- 
ſe to my Adverſary, (and therein [ 
{hall pleaſe you) whom l believe to 
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be as you character him, one of the 
moſt deſerving of his Order. But yet 
I beg leave to tell you, that I do not 
hold my ſelf oblig'd by this Promile, 
to forbear expoſing the Weakneſs of 
an unconcluding Argument, or ſet- 
ting two contrary Sayings to ſtare one 
another in the face : but from all Re- 
vilings, from fooliſh Words, deſigned 
to leflen his Lordſhip?s juſt Efteem, 1 
ſhall religiouſly forbear. If I ſprinkle 
Salt, it ſhall not grieve his Perſon. 

P, 1. of the Defence, &c. ] where- 
as I had afhrmed that the Trinitarians 
had in vain tried their Strength againſt 
the Unitarians 3 his Lordſhip anſwers, 
There's no doubt of it, if their Adver- 
ſaries may be Judges. I now affirm it, 
if the Trinitarians chemſelves be Jud- 
ges; for the Modaliſts will not allow 
the Hypotheſis of the Realiſts, and the 
Realiſis deſpiſe theirs: and then again, 
the Jenorammw, or Myſtery-trinitarians, 
eſteem the Methods taken by both 
theſe Parties, not only vain and fruit- 
leſs, as to the refuting the Unitarians ; 
but alſo dangerous, and likely to over- 
throw their own great Article; while 
both theſe Parties join, and with full 
conſent condemn the Ignoramm-trini- 
tarians, who preſs the Belief of a Tri- 
nity in the Godhead, but cannot ſay 
what-is meant by it. What the modern 
Unitarians have taught in their late 
Tracts concerning this conitroverted 
Article, ſome or other of their Adver- 
faries teach as well as they. For exam- 
ple, the Unitarians have taught, that 
if by Perſons are meant Relations, Ca- 
pacities, Or Reſpeits of God to his 
Creatutes, then there may be niFre 


Perſons than 3 in the Godhead ; be- 
cauſe God hath the Capacities, Re- 
ſpecs or Relations of a Fads, of an 
Oeconomw, or Provider, &'c. They 
have taught, that a Mode or a Poſture 
cannot be a Perſon ; that a Mode can- 
not be in God, becauſe Modes are 
changeable, and God is not. They 
look upon it as an inconceivable Ex- 
travagancy,. to fancy that Godin one 
Mode or Poſture, begat himſelf in ano- 
ther ; and breath'd forth his Self, by 
the help of his begotten Self, in a pro- 
ceeding third-Self : And as toall theſe 
things, Dean Sh—k, Mr. H--w, and 
the Bp. of Gl, have the ſame Senſe as 
the Unitarians. The Unitarians have 
taught, that there are not 3 Perſons in 
the proper Senſe of that word, not 3 
diſtin& Eſſences, Natures, Spirits, 
Minds, or intelligent Beings, in the 
Unity of the Godhead 3 but that it's 
down-right Tritheiſm to fay it, and e- 
qually idolatrous with the Polytheiſm 
of the Heathens. Dr. S--th teaches fo 
likewiſe ; Dr.Walls is of the ſame O- 
pinion z and the famous Bps. of Wor. 
ceſter and Sarum, who will not de- 
clare plainly their own Scnſe, both de- 
clare again(t this. The Unitarians have 
taught, that that Article, which is pro- 
pos d 10 be believ'd as neceſſary to 
Salvation, is capable of being explai- 
ned ; and that it's very unjuſt, not to 
ſay ridiculous, to require Men to be- 
lieve words, wh no certain Sig- 
nification can be given: Now if Dean 
Sherlock, with all the Realiſis, and his 
Friend Dr, South, with all the Moda- 
lifis, were nut of the Mind of the Uni- 
tarians in this Point z would they, 
think. 
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think you, take ſuch Pains to explain 
the Article, each after his own parti- 
calar Manner? Whatſoever ſingle Af- 
ftirmation you arraign the Unitarians 
upon, upon the ſame you arraigna 
Majority of Trinitarians. For | think I 
may reckon, that no one of the three 
chief Diviſions, is equal to the other 
two. In ſhort, the Majority of the 
Church muſt be guilty of Hereſy with 
the Unitarians, or the Unitarians mult 
be Orthodox with them. Thus, I 
think, 1 have juſtified that Cenſure, 
The Trinitarians have in vain tried 
their Strength againſt their Adverſa- 
ries > and that not thoſe Adver ſaries, 
but even the Trinitarians themſelves 
being Judges. © 

His Lordſhip ſeems angry that I 
: ſhould be amaz'd at his diſtinguiſhing 
between Intelligible and Comprehenſs- 
ble : But that I have ſince confider'd 
the Neceſlities which a good Man 
may be put to, in the Defence of a bad 
Cauſe, I ſhould be more amaz'd at 
his Lordſhip's Defence of that idle 
Diſtintion. I have many things to 
fay in anſwer, but becauſe I hear you 
are not pleas'd with this fruitleſs Con- 
tention, I will wave it ; and only tell 
you, that ſince his Lordſhip ſent me 
to the Dictionary to learn that com- 
prebendere ſignifies ſomething that in- 
zelligere doth not, I put that Labour 
on one of my Children, and I'l! take 
his word, that the metaphorical Sig- 
nification of comprehendo, is juſt the 
ſame with jnteligo. 

P. 6.1.9. his Lordſhip has an ob- 
ſcure Period 3 in which, if there be 
any Meaning, it mui be this, That 


he holds it pojſuble to underſtand the 
Manner how Three are One, elſe be 
would not have offer 'd at an Explica- 
tion of the Dottrine of the Trinity a- 
greeable to natural Reaſon. And what 
Account has he given of the Manner ? 
why, in pr. 15. of 21, but 22, of 28. 
he declares, that there s an UNCON- 
CEIV ABLY cloſe, and inſeparable 
Union in Will and Nature between 
them, [the 3 numerically diſtin& Per- 
ſons.]J And is this all he knows of 
the Manner how they are one? 5. e. 
after ſuch a Manner as cannot be 
known nor told ? Well ! thoſe So- 
phiſts (in rebuke of whom Socrates - 
__ all that he knew was, that 

e knew nothing) were not ſo un- 
reaſonable as to make the Inconceiva- 
bleneſs of the Iſanzer, wherein a Do- 
Ctrine might be true, a Proof that they 
knew the Manner in which it was true. 

I faid, that Three are One is not 
true in a Senſe diſagreeable to Reaſon : 
The Explication which he gives how 
3 are 1, is diſagreeable to Reaſon, and 
therefore not intelligible, not compre- 
henſible,not true. The latter part he an- 
ſwers with his uſual Diſtin&tion, Tho? 
intelligible, yet not therefore compre 
benfible : But I pray him to tell me, - 
why a Prop. not difagreeble to Rea- 
ſon, ſhould not be capable of being 
compleatly underſtood, when it is com- 
pleatly revealed. 

I faid, 2. He that underſtands the 
Truth of a Prop. underſtands the an- 
ner in which it # true, &c, I now ap- 
ply it thus : He that underſtands the 
Truth of this Prop. There are three 
Perſons in one Ged, underſiands the - 

Man- 


'Manner how that can be, or the Senſe 
in which it js true; andifhe does not 
underſtand the M anner or Senſe, then, 
let him 


Or Senſe how the Prop. is frue, hepro- B 


it's Nlanifeſ} 


E fakes it on Authority, believes it in f; 
ers, 


is the Proper Senſe of 
it; and every Senſe belides the firict 
and proper, is metaphorical. 


and ABSOLUT ELT 
With reference to the Na- 
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fo have all Perfe Ifnout R 
riion, all Whatloey That a Ma 
SIliTate may be ſaid eXcTICile all 


to 
Ower without Limit; tion, When he 
exerciſes allthat Was delegated fo him, 
ut 1 


when the Treaſon the 
ſolemnly dilavow, is unluckily dif. 
Covered, 
Prop.g. 4 Being 
the Divine Perfetion; that are Capa- 
eo 
perly 


ſaid to be eſſentially GOD upon 
Ie Account of 


thoſe Perfettions, or to 
be 


he indued with the Dwvine Nature. 
It ſeems 1 was ſo rude as to call this 4 
groſs Prop. contrary to Senſe and Rea- 
ſon, and to all that the Propoler had 
rationally advanc'd before 3 nay,l was 
ſo perverſe as to prove it by Induction 
of Particulars. I refer to my Animad- 
verſions. His Lordſhip here complains, 
1. That I us'd too many words « but 
the Nature of the Argument required 
them. 2. He tells me, be bad no ſuch 
Expreſſion as, DERIVES it ſelf from 
God : Burt he has a bad Memory 3 for 
in his 3d Prop. he ſays, 'Tis an Abate- 
ment of a boundleſs Per fetts0n, not to be 
originally in him who hath it, but DE- 
RIV ATIVELY. 3. He affirms that I 
am a little injurious, in repreſenting 
him ſaying, that the Son and H.Ghoſt 
have only SOME Perfeitions ; where- 
as 1 ought to bave repreſented him as 
ſaying, that they have all that are ca- 


pable of being communicated, But I'll 


juſtify it, that I ought co have repre- 
ſented him as I have done ; for is 
my Buſineſs to expoſe, not to cover 
the Weakneſs of his Arguments, and 
I have not miſrepreſented him z for 
if the Son and H. Spirit have not abſo- 
lately «{-PerfeQtions, then they have 
but ſome - But how comes it to paſs 
that they have no more than they 


. have? That's nothing to my Purpoſe, 


let him look to that. Incapacity to be 
greater, cannot ſurely make a rational 
Being as great as the greateſt. I come 
next to ©:-nſider how his Lordſhip has 
anſwered 4. Queſtions which I put. 
I, Does the Divine Nature com- 
prehend all Perfeftions, or can it want 


one or two of the chiefeſt, and be ſtill 
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the ſame Divine Nature? To this, - 
thus he 3 Self-exiſtence is a Perfettion 
relating immediately to the Father”s 
Exiſtence, not to his Nature or 
Eſſence, | reply, that this is not an- 
{wering the Queltion, but a very ſorry 
ſhuMing it off; for let the Perfection 
of Selt-exiftence belong to what he 
pleaſes, yet I hope it is a Perfection ; 
and if the Divine Nature comprehends 
all Perfe&tions, that Nature which 
does not comprehend all, mult not be 
the Divine Nature. 2. If Self-exiſtence 
(as he teaches) relates immediately to 
the Father's Exiſtence, and (as he 
ſeems to mean) be but as good as no 
Perfection ; yet to be firſt Original of 
all things, and Independent, muſt re- 
late to his Nature, or none of all the 
reſt relate to his Nature, The Nature 
of a Being is that by which be i, that 
which he © : andit youabſirat from 
the Divine Nature, Independence, 
and being the firſt Original of all 
things, you do not conceive God to 
be that which he is. 3. Even the Man-- 
ner of God?s Exiltence (as his Lord- 
ſhip once phras'd it) belongs to bis 
Eflence 3 nay, it is the very funda- 
mental Notion of a God. Whatever 
Excellencies you aſcribe to a rational 
Being without ſelf-exiſtence, you 
raiſe him not above the Character of a 
moſt excellent Creature 3 nay more, . 
you cannot aſcribe inhnite Perfe&tions 
to any but the Self-exiftent God : For 
his Lord(hip grants, that the Perfecti- 
ons of all other Creatures are in them 
but derivatively, and by being ſo, re- 
ceive Abatement. But if he can make 
theſe two things conſiſt, 1 will give. 
him. 
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him this Gift, he ſhall never be able to 
contradict himſelf while he breathes. 
4. Tho? he will not allow Selt-exi- 
lience to belong to the Eſſence of 
God ; yet he ſays, that it ſpeaks a 
more excellent Manner ot Exiſtence, 
peculiar to the Father. I argue then, 
It the Father does exiſt after a more 
excellent Manner than the Son 3 then 
he is a more excellent Perſon than the 
Son, and has a more excellent Nature : 
even as created Adam (it is his Lord- 
ſhip's Simily) is more excellent than 
any of the Sons of Men. And if the 
more excellent Nature of the Father 
be not another ſort of Nature than the 
leſs excellent Nature of the Son, who 
can help ir? Butthen Ill cell him, that 
One abſolutely perfect God with all 
PerfeCtions; all and every, Self-exi- 
ſtence, Being the firſt Original, and 


' Independence not excluded 3 and his 


2 Gods not abſolutely perfect, but as 
perfet as 2 Gods can be, that are not 
abſolutely perfe&t ; isa Dream, which 
would make ſport for any Man, that 
has not.more Reverence for his Ver- 
tue than his Reaſoning. 

But his Lordſhip is poſitive that the 


. Nature of the Son may be a neceſſary 


Nature, and uncreated, for all that 1 
can object, or he has faid : Well! I 
will try that; I object that the Na- 
ture of the Son is not faid to be e- 
ceſſary or nncreated in Scripture. He 
offers no Reaſons why it ſhould be 
thoughtſo; I will produce ſome why 
it ſhould not. - 1, Becauſe there can 
be but onenumerically neceſſary Exi- 
ſtent : Dr. Cudworth, tho' a Trinita- 
rian, could not but own this, .p. 200. 


_ ” . — 


The tree and proper Idea of God, 1 a 
Being abſolutely perfef# : abſolute 
Perfefiion includes in it all that be- 
longs to the Deity, and is that alone 
to which neceſſary Exiſtence is eſſen- 
tial, and of which it is demonſtrable. 
The Nature of the Son cannot be un- 
created, becauſe there can be but One 
numerical uncreated Nature. Indeed 
the Athanaſlian Creed pronounceth, 
The Father uncreate, the Son uncreate, 
the H, Ghoſt uncreate : but the Com- 
Piler did not believe it ; for he deter. 
mines, z0t Tbree uncreate,but One un- 
create. His Lordſhip hints ſometimes, 
that the Nature of the Father, Son, 
and H. Ghoſt is ſpecifically the ſame 3 
ſometimes that it is cloſely, inſepara- 
bly, unconceivably the ſame : but he 
conſtantly teaches, that their Natures 
are numerically diſtin : and now if 
every one of them is uncreate, it un- 
deniably follows, that there are 3 nu- 
merical, diſtin&, uncreated Natures: 
But this methinks he ſhould ſcarcely 
venture to aſſert.if it be but out of Re- 
verence to the Athanafian Creed, how 
much ſoever he may be tempted to 
treſpaſs upon evident Principles of 
Reaſon. 2. Neither the Son, nor the 
H. Ghoſt, is a neceſſary Nature ; be- 
cauſe a neceſſary Nature mult be alſo 
ſelf-exiſtent, and independent. That 
Being which exiſts neceſſarily, could 
exiſt from no other : but the Son 
exilts from the Father, therefore does 
not exiſt neceſſarily, He will fay, The 
Son exiſts from the Father by: eternal 
neceſſary Emanation ; what that is, [ 
ſhall preſently enquire : I argue on, 
It a Being could exilt neceſſarily, then 
it 
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"#t would not depend on God for its 
Exiltencez but the Son (according 
to his Lordſhip) does depend on the 
Father for his Exiſtence, therefore he 
does not exiſt neceſſarily. If the Na- 
ture of the Son were neceflary, as is 
the Nature of the Father, no reaſon 
could be aſſigned why the Father 
ſhould not as much depend on the 
Son, as the Son on the Father, In 
ſhore, two neceſſary Natures there 
cannot be : but if there were, they 
would both be independent. 

To my 2d Quettion, he bids you, 
Sir, read again what he ſaid to the 
former 3 I have done fo, and find I 
have not cenſur'd theſe words: God 
the Father's Exiſtence being without 4 
Cauſe, doth not make him to have ano- 
ther ſort of Nature, from the Son and 
H. Ghoſt. ] Here it is implied, that 
-, the Nature of the Son, and of the H. 
Ghoſt, had a Cauſe 3 whereas the Na- 
; ture of God had none : Will not this 
| paſs for a ſufficient Character, to di- 
Ringuiſh them as different Natures ? 
Fm fare, no two different Natures 
which he can name, do differ half ſo 
much as a Nature that had a Cauſe, 
and a Nature that had not. And then 
again, To have a Cauſe, and to be 
uncreated : if that be not a Contra- 
diction, I am fatisfied he may talk 
backward and forward ſecurely. 

My 3d Queſtion, Can « Being that 
depends on God, be properly ſaid to be 
eſſen; that God on whom it de- 
pends ? He anſwers, Such a Being can 
be properly ſaid to be eſſentially that 
God in one Senſe, but cannot in ano- 
ther ;, i. &. Can have an Eſſence of the 


ſame: kind, tho* not the ſame tumeri- 
cal One, But by his favour, an E(- 
lence of the ſame kind, can at moi 
but make a Being to be a God, not 
make him to be that God on whom 
himſelf depends. If a Being can be 
that God which depends on another 3 
and that very God alſo, on whom 
himſelf depends, then ſuch Being may 
at once beTwo Gods 3 and (o the Se- 
cond Perſon in the Trinity is the Fa- 
ther that caus'd the Son to be, and the 
Son that was caus*d by the Father, 
Thus by his Lordſhip's Anſwer to my 
3d Queliion, 'it appears he holds the 
Three Perſons to be One God, as ha- 
ving an Eſſence of the ſame kind; but 
to be Three numerical Gods. And to 
make his Polytheiſm look as heathe- 
niſhly as poflible, he faith, p. 19. that 
the individual Nature of the Father, 
is not a Divine Nature more truly 
than that of the Two other Perſons. 
And then Self-exiftence, Being the 
firſt Original, and Independence, fig- 
nify much, 

His Lordſhip makes the ſame An- 
{wer to my 4th Prop. as he did to my 
2d; 3,e. he has anſwered it already. 
What can be more extravagant than 
this Fancy, on which the Weight of 
more Hypotheſes than one depends ; 
viz. that Angels exiſt by volunta 
Creation, but the Son and H. Ghoſt 
by neceſſary Emanation ? It's com- 
mon with the Trinitarians, to uſe - 
theſe Terms, Generation, Emanation, 
Proceſſion : it's common alſo with, 
the moſt eminent of them to acknow- 
ledg, that it's a difficult Thing toun- 
derltand, a dangerous Curioſity to en- 

B quire, 
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quire, a bold Preſumption' to deter- 
mine, wherein theſe Terms differ : 
and the Reaſon is, (tho* they are a- 
ſham'd to own it) becauſe they know 
not what they would have their Terms 
tignify. 

In. common ſpeaking we know 
what is meant by To generate or be- 
get, To emanate or flow from, To 
proceed; To go or come forth : but 
thoſe Terms cannot be applied to the 
Father, Son, and H.Gholl, in that na- 
tural obvious Senſe ;, why then fhould 
they be applied to them at all,, when 
no Man can diſtinly fay what they 
are to ſignify ?- *Tis granted we have 
not an adequate Conception of God z 
there may be ſomething in his Na- 
ture, whereof we have no juli Idea : 
but that which we cannot underſtand, 
how can we talk of ? How can we 
form Propoſitions of Things out of. 
the reach of our Knowledg ? But by. 
this oge particular Term EMANA- 
TION, his Lordſhip will venture to 
ſay, This is what is meant, A more 
oxcellem Way of Exiſtence than by 
Creation ; and to his Term Emana- 
2jon, he adds this Epithet Neceſſary * 
ſo then, the more excellent Way of 
Exiſtence than by Creation, is nece(- 
fary Exiſtence ;. and ſo it is: but 
then the Son does not neceſſarily 
exiſt, That Being which could not 
but be, ever was 3 and that Being 
which ever was, could be from no 0- 
ther. But becauſe his Lordſhip is 
wont farcaltically to deride my Ar- 
guing, (who am indeed- an obſcure 
and unlearned little Fellow) tho' for 
aught he knows, I may equal. the 


very great Abilities of that DYING 
M ARTTR (yet a Trinitarian to my 
Knowledg) who ſiarves, to the Re- 
proach ot this Nation; to whom the 
envious Jovian allow?d the Praiſe of 
Meaiocrity : Ihall therefore ſeek a lit- 
tle ſhelter from Authority 3 that his 
Lordſhip may not renounce his Senſes, 
if any Man of Senſe be of his Mind, 
The Author I am going to quote is 
Dr. Cxdwerth, a good Man, and very 
near of his Lordſhip's Make too 3 who 
in his Intellefual Syſtem, contradicts 
his own and his Loxdſhip? Hypothe- 
lis, as phinly and liberally as heart 
can wilh z; p. 210, Self-exiftence and 
neceſſary Exiftence, are efſential to a 
perfett Being, aud.to none elſe. But 
his Loxdſhip teaches, that the latter,. 
and not the former, is eſſential to a 
perfect Being 3 and that the Son is ab- 
{olutely perte&t (tho? not in his (trite 
elt Senſe) without Self-exiſtence, and 
that the Self-exiſtence which belongs 
to the Father does not belong to his 
Eflence : tho* he who can Ws 
Self-exiſtence from the Father's Eſe 
{cnce, may with as much Reaſon de- 
ny the Exiſtence of his Eſſence; for 
the Father is as certainly ſelf.exiſtent, 
as he is exiſtent.. 

Cudworth again, p.726. Nothing 
could exiſt of it ſelf from Eternity, 
naturally and neceſſarily, but that 
which contains neceſſary and eternal 
Self-exiſtence tn its Nature. 1am apt 
to 'believe, this Author put in that 
Phraſe of zt ſelf to ſave an Emanation 
or two : but it will not do it ; for he 
conſtantly makes Self-exiſtence and 
neceſſary Exiſtence inſeparable Per- 

feions.. 
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fe&ions. And p. 748. he ſpeaks full 
and home againft his own and the 
Bp. of Glouceſter's Tritheiſm, in theſe 
words: Tho' «t be certain that ſome- 
thing did exiſt of it ſelf neceſſarily, 
- from all Eternity; yet it 1s certain 
likewiſe, that there can be but one ſuch 
thing, Neceſſity of Exiſtence being eſ- 
fential to no more, Now if Necethity 
of Exiſtence be eſſential but to Oe, 
I pray, Sir, what will become of his 
Loxdthip's neceſſary Emanations ? 
Cudw, p. 764. Becauſe ſomething did 
certainly exiſt of it ſelf from Eternity 
unmade, therefore alſo is there attnal- 
ly a necefſary exiſtent Being. The 
DoGtor proves the neceſſary Exiltence 
of a Being, from its Exiſting of it ſelf 
from Eternity 3 4.e. from its neceſſary 
Exiltence, as I had done before. Let 
the Reader judg, if it be not a good 
Argument. 

P. 13, his Lordſhip ſays, A Crea- 
ture -communicating its Nature, does 
not forgo its own maividual Nature, 
[ but neither does he communicate 
his own individual Nature ] nor any 
part thereof. Here 1 beg his Pardon ; 
tor the Creature does torgo a part, 
a ſeminal part thereof; the bodily 
Subſtance of the Ferus isby the won- 
derfal Providence of God, made from 
the bodily Subttance of the Parents 
and as far as the bodily Subſtance of 
Mcn may be call'd their Natare, they 
walte 'their Nature, to produce their 
like, ' How Souls are produced, he 
fays not, neither']T. But'hitherto he has 
- not offer'd any thing to make me re- 
trat my Aﬀertion ; That we have no 
other Nution of the word Communi- 


cate, but to impart or give ;, and what 
one Perſon doth impart or give, of any 
eſſential and ſingular thing, THAT 
himſelf hath not, bit he hath it to 
whozn it 1s given. Who queſtions the 
Power of God to generate his Like ? 
He made Man in his own Likenels, 
endued him with rational Faculties, 
with noble Excellencies of Mind : 
but the Unitarians do not ſee, how 
God can communicate all his infinite 
Perfections 3 for that is to communi- 
cate himſelf, to beget himſelf, to mul- 
tiply himſelf z which deſerves a har- 
der Narne than I can give it. 

Prop. 10. ** There ſeems to be no 
« Contradiction, nor the leaſt Ab- 
& ſurdity in afferting, that God is a- 
& ble to communicate every one of 
& his Perfefions, except thole of 
&« Self-exiſtence, and being the firſt 
&« Original of all things. ] Againſt 
this, I did afhirm, (and ſee no Cauſe I 
have to retrat) that for the ſame 
Reaſon, as Self-exiſtence, and being 
the firti Original of all things, are in- 
communicable ; for the very fame, 
Infinite Power, Wiſdom, and Good- 
neſs were incommunicable alſo : and 
to make good this Affirmation, *twas 
proper for me to declare why the for- 
mer were incommunicable, that the 
Reader might judg wherein the lat- 
ter were not ſo likewiſe, for the Rea- 
ſon alledg'd. All that his Lordſhip 
has to offer is, that I attempt to prove 
a ſelf-evident Principle : but that's 
not ſo great a Fault I hope, #5 to at- 
tempt to prove an evident Contra- 
diction ;, ſuch as, That rwo Per ſons 
have all Perfeftions neceſſary to eſſen- 
B 2 tate 
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erate a perſeft-God, tho' they have not 
abſolutely all Perſettions ,, That God 
the Father bas more Perfe&ions than 
are neceſſary to eſſentiate a perfett 
Ged, That the Father who bas more, 
and the Son and H. Spirit, who bave 
Juſt ſo many Perfeltions, as are neceſ- 
ſary to eſſentiate a perfett God, are 
flsll all Three of them but One Ged. 
But ſuppoling 1 have us'd #n re nor 
dubia argumentis non neceſſariis, in a 
plain Caſe needleſs Arguments yet 
he cannot charge me to have obſcur'd 
the ſelf-evident Principle : but I defy 
his Lordſhip, to illuſtrate his. Obſcu- 
rities. | proceed in my Defence, 
Whereas it's very abſurd and contra- 
ditious to ſuppoſe more than One 
ſel{-exiſtent 3 ſo it is equally abſurd 
and contradiQious. to ſuppoſe more 
than One infinitely powerful, wile, 
and good Being. And by equally 1 
mean, as evidently ſo. Nor am I the 
only Man that will fay this, as I ſhall 
prove preſently 3 tho? he pretends to 
be ſure of the ccntrary, and civilly 
tells me, I cannet think ſo, let me ſay 
what I will, | make him but this 
temperate Return; I will ſuſpe& his 
Underſtanding ſooner than his Vera- 
city. 1 faid farther, that Intinite 
Power, Infinite Wiſdom, Intinite 
Goodneſs go together, and. may all 
of them as well as either of them, be 


in all Beings whatſoever, as well as. 


in more Beings than one. He replies, 
that this as much needs to be prov?d, 
as that which it is. brought to prove, 
and that my only Anſwer is like to 
be, It muſt be taken on the Authority 
ef. wy Lord of Canterbury. But then 
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by my Lord of Gloxcefter*s Favour, } 
am not the only Man that will ſay, 
more than One infinitely powerful, is as 
abſurd 4s more than One ſelf- exiſtent. 
And if the Judgment of that Lord of 
Cant. (which he paſſes with unbe- 
coming Contempt) is of no value, 1 
will laugh at the Man who thinks to 
credit his Diſcourſe with the Autho. 
rity of Athanaſius, or the Nicene Fa- 
thers ;, Men moderately $skill'd per- 
haps in brangling Philoſophy, amus'd 
with myſterious Platoniſm,. and fu!l 
of themſelves: whereas the Name cf 
T1ILLOT SON ſhall be ever bleſs'd, 
if ſound Learning and wondrous Mo- 
deſty, true Piety and juſt Moderation 
do not grow. out of faſhion and e- 
ſteem. To that Paſſage I cited out of 
his-Sermen on I Tim. 2.5. my Lord 
of Glouceſter thinks it enough to an- 
ſwer, that he had not the Sermon by 
him, and I had not diſtinguiſh'd his 
words. A fair Anſwer! | will now 
cite them in. a diſtinguifhing Cha- 
racter. P. 13. Abſolute Perfettion 
is. the moſt eſſential Notion which 
Mankind bath always had of God, and 
neceſſarily ſuppoſes Unity; *tis eſſen- 
tial to the Notion of an abſolutely per- 
fe Being, that all Perfettions b uni- 
ted in him : to smagine ſome Per-; 
feltions in one, and ſome in another, 
[.7.e. in God the Father, which are 
not in God: the Son] 151 4a Contra- 
dittion to the moſt natural and eaſy 
Notion Men have of a God, i. e. that 
be is a Being, in whom all Perfeitions 
do meet and are united. Now had 
his Grace been a Prophet, he could 
not. more directly have pointed his 
words 
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words againſt the Hypotheſis of the 
28 Propoſitions. And if his, Grace 
was (o honeſt as to believe the Truch 
of what he affirmed, why may not [ 
who have (aid the fame things in 0- 
ther words, believe what I have (aid ? 
That odious Inlinuation to the con- 
trary, mult needs reflect hardly upon 
his Lordſhip, rather than on me 3 for 
T will be his Proſelyte, if the major 
Part of the Trinitarians do not believe 
with me, that it is equally abſurd and 
contradictious, to aſſert more than 
One intinitely powerful Being, as to 
afſert more than One ſelf-exittent Be- 
ing : Nay, amongſt the Trinitarians, 
there is one, a late eminent and wor- 
thy Writer z who in his [ntelleftual 
Syſtem, p. 652. |. 19. teaches thus : 
* The genuine Attributes of the Dei- 
© ty, namely, ſuch as are demonſtra- 
ble of an abſolutely perfe& Being, 
are not only not contradictious, but 
alſo neceſſarily connected together, 
and inſeparable from one another. 
For there could not poſſibly be one 
Thing infinite in Wiſdom only, 
anotherThing infinite only in Pow- 
er, and another Thing only in- 
finite in Daration, -or eternal ;, but 
the very ſame Thing which is in- 
" finite in Wiſdom, muſt needs be 
allo infinite in Power, and infinite 
in Duration. That which is inft- 
nice in any one Perfe&ion, mult 
© needs have all PerfeQtions in- it, 
& Thus are all the Perfeftions of the 
© Deity, not only not contradictious, 
© but alſo inſeparably concatenate, 
In the very next Page Dr. Cudworth 
farther aſſerts, © That there is nothing 
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* in the genuine Idea of Ged, and his 
© Attribuies, but what is demonſira- 
© ble of a peifect Being,, and that 
© there cannot be the leatt cither ad- 
© cd to that Idea, or detracted from 
© it, any more than there can be any 
© thing addcd to, or detracted from 
© the Idea of aTriangle,or of a Square. ] 
W hence it follows unavoidably, that 
the Son and H. Spirit can no more be 
omnipotent than felt-exittent, inde- 
pendent, and firſt Originals if they 
have one infinite Perfection, they have 
all ; it they want one, they want all : 
and if Three diſtinct Beings have each 
of them all intinite Perfetions, they. 
are Three Gods in the higheſt Senſe. 
Prop. 11.. It ſeems evident from 
H. Scripture, that the Son and H.Spi- 
rit have all Diujne Perfections but 
thoſe two, ſuch as unlimited Power, 
Wiſdom and Goodneſs, and unſpotted: 
Purity. Here his Lordihip notes, that 
in my Animadverlicns I ſaid, Unſpot= 
ted Purity was but the Perfefiton of a 
Man or Angel, not an infinite Per- 
feftion of a God. And here I (ay again, 
notwithſtanding what he has faid to 
the contrary, that even Saints made: 
perfe&t, and Angels that never fell: 
from their bleſſed Eſtate, are unſpot-. 
tedly pure ;: he will not deny it, and 
yet they are not Gods: he will not 
aſſert that they are, and therefore un-- 
ſpotted Purity. is the PerfeRion of 
Saints: and Angels, not the infinite- 
Perfection of a God.. As to his Re- 
proach, ſo frequently caſt upon me,. 
that I hayge a large Stock of Conh- 
dence 3 | Teply, If my Diſcourſe is; 

reaſonable, my Contidence is julſt.. 
Ly 
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T excepted, as 1 juſtly might, a- 
gaintt his Lordihip's Expretiion, Ic 
SEEMS evident from Scripture that 
the Son and H, Spirit bave all Per- 
 feftions but two, My Reflection, on 
which he deſcants, but thought not 
good to fet down, was this: That 
which does but ſeem evident, is not re- 
ally ſo ; and that which 1s evident, 
does more than ſeem ſo, What he ex- 
cepts, and my Reply thereto, Pm not 
willing to trouble the Reader with, 
and therefore I omit it, and proceed. 

In my Animadverſions,1 wiſh'd he 
had cited ſome of the plaineſt Texts, 
from which he thinks che Son and 
H: Spirit have all Perfeions but two. 
He now 'has cited z What ! plain 
Texts? no ſuch matter, but naked 
Texts, without taking notice of the 
Account already given of them by 
the Unitarians: and then with a faint 
ftroke of Rhetorick, ſays, This Text 
doth at leaſt ſeem: to ſpeak Chritt in- 
finitely powerful, and that ſeems to 
ſpeak him infinitely wiſe, &c. But] 
tell him, no, not one of the Texts al- 
ledg'd doth ſo much as ſeem to ſpeak 
his Senſe to an impartial'Reader : for 
ſometimes what he ſuppoſes ſaid of 
Jeſus Chriti, is not ſaid of him, but 
of God his Father ; and what is re- 
ally faid of the Lord Chriſt, does only 
prove him to be more honourable 
than his Brethren, but till leaves him 
inferiour to his Father. 1 will give 
one Inſtance of each Remark: His 
Lordſhip affirms, that the Author to 
the Hevrews, chap. 1. ver. 10,11,12. 
expreſly applies (he means in the 
lirict literal Senſe) tome Verles of the 


1024 Plalm to the Son of God: T af. 
tirm he doth not 3 To prove my Ne- 
gative, 1 premiſe, 1. That thoſe Ver- 
les, if then extant in that Epilile, 
did not ſeem to Clemens Romanus, 
(the moſt antient Father we have) 
who lived in the firſt Century, to be 
ſo applied; neither to Aquina in the 
1 3th, nor to Deodati in the laſt Ape, 
The two laſt were Trinitarians. 2. Al- 
lowing thoſe Verſes* genuine as we 
have them, the Account given by the 
Unitarians is moſt agreeable. 3. Set- 
ting aſide thoſe two Conſiderations, 
yet it's moſt manifeſt that the 10th 
Verſe, as applied to the Son of God, 
was not {6 intended by the Divine 
Author : for wer. 2. the Author fays, 
God the Father made the Worlds ; 
and if he ſhould, v. 10. afcribe laying 
the Foundation of the Heavens and 
the Earth to the Son, then he contra- 
dis himſelf in the ſame Chapter, 
If his Lordſhip ſhould fay the Text 
tells us, God made the Worlds by his 
Son ;, 1 reply, That's not enough for 
his Hypotheſis 3 it will not therefore 
follow that the Son has unlimited 
PerteRions, Infinite Power, & c. but 
rather the contrary. 

He cites Rom. 9g. 5. to prove the 
Knowledg and Wiſdom of Chriſt to 
be Intinite, without taking notice of 
the different Pointings, and conſc- 
quently Readings, mentioned by F- 
raſmw and Curcellew, and other 
Obſervations given in the Anſwer to 
Mr. Mulbourn : and belides, does not 
fairly read: the Text as it is even in 
our Engliſh Tranſlation. To prove 
the Power of Chriſt to be limited, 

and 
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and not infinite, I cited Mat. 26, 53: 
where he ſays to Peter, T hinkeſt thou 
that I cannot now pray to my Father, 
and he ſhall preſently give me more 
than twelve Legions of Angels ? His 
Lordthip anſwers, 7 here*s no Neceſſi- 
ty it ſhould be implied in theſe words, 
that Chriſt had not Power to deliver 
himſelf without praying to his Father. 
tf ſo, would it not then be a Mockery 
to pray to his Father for that which he 
had in his own Power before he pray d 
fort? He purſues his Anſwer thus : 
Greater Works are recordedof Chriſt, 
without any mention of his praying for 
Ability to do thers, If I itudied to nick 
him with his own Raillery on me, 
here I might ask, Who told him o ? 
and what were thoſe greater Works ? 
I's certain Chriſt had not before he 
' pray'd for it, that Power for which 
he pray?d. Well! but (fays his Ldp.) 
Chriſt's Power being originally from 
the Pather, he took all Opportunztios 
of giving the Father the Glory of what 
be did. If he deligns this to prove 
Chriſt's Power 5nfinite, he has very 
ill lack at Argument 3 for this is a fair 
and full yielding up the Cauſe. To 
give Glory to the Father for the 
Works which he did, fignities no leſs 
than to acknowledg he did them, not 
by a Power of his own, but by a Pow- 
er communicated from the Father, 
and for which he praiſes the Father 
which are the CharaQers of a depen- 
dent finite Being, His next Remark 
is ſtill more againſt himſelf, viz. when 
Chriſt thus Fa, that he could have 
obtain'd Legions of Angels by Pray- 
&, be thought fit to declare 1a the. 


Ears of his Enemies, how dear he was 
to God, tho' they hated him, The 
dearer one is to God, the greater mult 
be his Power ; but he that is deareſt, 
ats by a borrowed Power ; and that 
may perhaps be greater than we can 
imagine, but cannot be intinite, To 
rivet his Pleadings againſt himſelf, 
he is pleas'd to add,. that Chriſt did 
induftriouſly conceal the higheſt Senſe 
in which be was the Son of God, This 
is a moſi weak' Conceit; and if 
Chryſoſtom was the Authog of it, his 
Ldp. is as much beholden to him as 
Ajax was to Hettor for the Sword 
wherewith he fiabb?d himlelf. If 
Chriſt conceal'd the higheſt Senſe 
wherein he was the Son of God, then- 
it is very difingenuoufly done of the 
Trinitarians to pretend to prove that 
higheſt Senſe from any Words of 
Chrilt ;- and if the Words of Chriſt 
do not deliver that Senſe, I am afraid 
it wil] be found, that the Apoſtles did: 
as induſtriouſly conceal 'it as-their Ma-- 
fter; for the Words of Chriſt are in- 
deed ſirain?d when interpreted this 
way, but not more than the Words- 
of the-Apoſiles for the ſame Purpoſe. 
And if Chriſt conceal'd that higheſt 
Senlc from his Enemies, he alſo con-- 


ceal'd it from all others ; for thoſe- 


Diſcourſes which were indufirioufly 


fram'd to conceal-it from Men not 
diſpog?d to believe it, could not ſufh-. * 


ciently reveal it to Men diſpos%d to be-- 

lieve it, | | 
Prop. 12. It's intolerable Preſamps- 
tion #0 conclude, &c, Here hs Ldp.. 
is pleas'd to diſown the Grainmatical' 
and Natural Signitication of his Cen-- 
ſure, 
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fure, in that angry Phraſe intolera- 


ble Preſumption : He does not mean 


by it a Prelumption that ſhould not 
be tolerated. But if I let him take 
ſanctuary in his Meaning, it ſhall be 
upon condition, that he will excuſe 
my having difplay'd the odicus Con- 
ſequences of his Words taken in their 
properSignitication.By intolerable Pre- 
ſumption, he meant a moſt high Pre- 
ſumption ; and he will ſtill ſay, that 


| fo conclude, there 5s no way of being 


Smmediately from God but by Crea- 
tion, is a wonderful Boldneſs, | will 
leave it with the Reader, whether it 
be not a greater Boldneſs for any 
Man to determine, there is a way of 
being immediately from God, be- 
ſides by Creation, when neither do 
the Scriptures ſpeak of, nor can the 
Reaſon of Man apprehend any ſuch ; 
which tho? he does not poſitively de- 
termine, yet he builds upon it, 1 
admire and honour him, that he 
would not perſecute when it was in 
his Power. I had affirmed, that ne- 
ceſſary Emanation was a thing 
whereof we have no Idea 3 which not 
being able to deny, he asks, Is it 
smpoſſible for a thing to be whereof 
we have no Idea? Is God bound to 
give us Idea*s, of what he can or bas 

oduc'd? I aniwer to the firli., Ir is 

ſffible. To the ſecond, God is not 
bound to give us Idea's of what he 
can or has produc'd ; but then we 
are no ways concern'd, nor can we 
reaſon or diſcourſe about thoſe things 
whereof we have no Ideas : There- 
fore it*s high Preſumption to affirm 
this or that concerning them ; but 
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to impoſe ſuch Afﬀirmations on the 
Faith of others, is the raging Mad- 
nels of a perſecuting Spirit, which 
it is the Honour of his Ldp. to de- 
teſt. But what he ſcem*d but juſt 
now afraid to aflert, here he makes 
no Scruple to aſſert: We bave (lays 
he) a clearer Idea of neceſſary Ema- 
nation than of voluntary Creation. 
Ot voluntary Creation 'we have this 
Idea : God of his own Free-will, 
and by his Almighty Power, did out 
of nothing bring into being all things 
that now are. His Ldp. underſtands 
the Terms, and believes the thing : 
Let him, if he can, tell me as diſtinct- 
ly what Idea he has of neceſſary 
Emanation. Will he explain it by 
eternal Proceſſion ? | reply, That 
which was from all Eternity cannot 
be imagined to proceed from ano- 
ther, without reverting the certain 
fixt Senſe of words. He ſays, that 
neceſſary Emanation is the Word. of 
the Fathers, and a better cannot be 
found out, to expreſs what is intended 
by it : and I tell him, no Man could 
ever yet intelligibly declare, what is 
intended by it. His Ldp. bids as 
fair as any Man for it, when he calls 
it 4 more excellent Way of exiſtence 
than by Creation; which, till it be 
explained, how ſhall we judg whe- 
ther it be ſo or no? Il there be, 
which I know not ;, there may befor 
ought he knows, a more proper 
Phraſe for it. 

P. 27. his Ldp. quotes Lines from 
my MS. Papers z he quotes right, 
but I omitted two words, I would 
have that Period read thus: That 

ſome- 
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ſome thing ſhould NECESS ARILY 
and ETERN ALLY come from God, 
which wants ſome Perfettion that God 
ba, is A, T's prodigions Suppeſition, 
under the Name of Neceſj.iry Ema- 
nation, Now whereas ] enocavou- 
red to diſplay the Abſurdity and Im- 
pollibility of this in ſome tew Que- 
ttions, his Ldp. ſeems to agree with 
much of what [| would inter 3 only 
merrily taxes me for giving Reaſons 
for things ſo plain they. need: none : 
which is a mortifying Stroke to me 3 
for he takes. ſuch care of giving no 
Reaſons for-what he ſays, that I ſhall 
never have an. Opportunity: to be re- 
veng?d-on him. But in the Concla- 
fion-of the Page he tells me-it-is Non- 
ſenſe. to-talk of Gods begetting infi- 
nite Pomer, Wiſdom and: Goodneſs : 
I grant ic, juſt ſuch Non-ſenſe as it is 
to talk of begerting an infinitely power- 
ful, wiſe, and good Beeng., 

As for his Lordſhip s metaphyſical 
DiinGion of Preority of Time, and- 
Priority of Nature. whereby. he would 
defend his. 13th Prop. *tis a dark Rid- 
dle, arid a tempting Subject for Sar- 
caſm-: but out. of Reverence to his 
Ldp. all I ſhall fay is, that it is a Di- 
ſftintion that. can explain nothing, 
'Nor can any. one explain that. We 
know. what's meant by. Priority of 
Fame, and: Priority. of Excelence-; 
i6 Priority -of Natare: be neither. of: 
thele, 'cis-an- empty word, devis'd, 
I: believe, with: a bad Delign ;- but, 
ug'd now by thoſe that are themſelves- 
deceiv'd by it. : 

P. 30. his Ldp. is pleas*d to un- 
dextake, the Defence of an Inſtance : 


Which, he ſays, be pave in this men- 
tiond Prop. of an Effett every whit as 
old as the Canſe of it, namely, of 
the Sun the cauſe of Light : In which, 
it. there be any Poſlibility of Truth, 
then we muſt add new Signihcations 
to words, and acutely diſtinguiſh be- 
tween Cauſes, by the Force of which 
other things are effected, and Cauſes. 
which have no Cauſality in them ; 
between Effefs which are effected by 
their: Cauſes, and Effects that are 
{clf-exiftent, For that 2 and 2 make 
4, is not more evident, than that- 
Cauſes, by the force of: which other 
things are effected, are older. than - 
their Effeds and that Effects that 
are effected: by. their-Caules; are later - 
than their Cauſes, He may as well 
make one and the fame Body, to 
exiſt in-more places than one, at one 
and. the, ſame time. Thus: Miracles 
are-confined to no particular-Chnrch 
nor Age; only here-is this Difference, ,, 
Chriſt and the Apoſtles - wrought 
Miracles to confirms their: Dolirenes, . 
but with the modern. Teachers the; 
Deftrenes themſelves are- the DMira- 
cles, To what I objected againſt 
this his coexiſting Cauſe and Effect, . 
the Sun and its Light, he gives me 
an Anſwer he - meant- for facetious-: | 
He could find- in bis Heart to grant- 
me. that the Sun was not the Cauſe 
of that. Light, which was created be. 
fore the San, | thank him : But up». 
on ſecond Thoughts he will not grant 
me thar, 1, 23. No, not for: all the. 
Book of Genefis : He might have. 
{par*d the Book of. Geneſis z he may- 
uſe tne-as he-pleaſes. He knows the. 

C Sun , 
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Sun is the Cauſe of Light by his 
Eye-ſight: He might as well ſay, 
His Head is the Caule of his Heel by 
his Fecling. I ſay, the Sun and 
Light, which together began to be, 
could not one be the Caule of the 
other z bu. Gad the Caule of both, 
at the fame time, - and in the ſame 
rnanner of -Canfality. Bis Lordihip 
quotes a Scrap from my Papers, and 
m2kes me, by mangling my words, 


talk Contradictions: but my reafon- 


ing was; what I have ſaid, that it the 
Sun and Light did begin to exili in 
the ſame Point of Time, then the 
one cannot be the Caule of the 0- 
ther; for that thing which is the 
Cauſe of another, mult be in reſpect 
of time before that other whereof it 
is the Cauſe. 

That I may not omit any thing 
his Lordſhip thinks material, I am 
oblig'd to take notice, that in his 
firſt Defence of his Propoſitions, p. 19. 
he tells the Reader, Huw Explication 
ſpeaks as great an Unity between them 
[the Perſons, as is between the Sun 
and its Splendor, and the Light of 
both. Which in very plain Englih, 
ſounds-thus ; between the Sun and 
its Light, the Light of the Sun, and 
the Light of the Sun's Light. But 
that he may not pretend I miſrepre- 
ſent him, let the Reader take his 
Diſcovery in his own Terms 3 1,Here's 


the Sun, 2. The Splendour of the. 


Sun, 3.The Light of the Sun, 4. The 
Light of the Sun's Splendour. After 
the Reader has mius'd a while on the 
diſtin& parts of his Lordſhip's Simi- 
litude, let me recal to his Mind his 


Lordſhip*s Notion of One God abſo- 
lutely perfect in the highelt Senſe ; 
and of Two, each of which is God, 
but not abſolutely perfet in the 
higheli Senſe, yet as abſolutely per- 
tect in a lower Senſe as two, each of 
which is God, can be z who are not 
abſolutely God in the higheſt Sente : 
and then let me ask, whether there is 
any thing in any other Hypotheſis 
moze.apt to make Sport for Here- 
ticks ? In truth, had I not a greater 
Reverence for his Lordſhip's YVertue 
than his Reaſoning, I ſhould not ſlip 
the Occation of diverting my Friend, 
Whereas I have told him, that the 
two Propoſitions he boaſts of, for 
contradicting Arianiſm and Socinia- 
niſm, do alſo contradid ſome of their 
fellow-Propolitions ; I now prove it 
by Induction : If the Son'and H. Spi- 
rit do neceſlarily and eternally exiſt, 
then they are as ſelf-exiltent, as in- 
dependent, as pure Originals as God 
the Father it they neceſſarily and eter- 
nally exiſt, then the Father as much 
emanates from, and depends upon 
them, as they emanate from, and de- 
pend upon him 3 ſo that his Hypothe- 
{is does not more contradict Arianiſm 
and Socinianiſm, than it contradicts 
it ſelf, Heatheniſh Dodtrines by their 
Inconſiſtency, meet the Fate of Rome 
Heathen 3 ſuis & ipſa Roma viribus 
ruit, I may now tell his Ldp. he 
has no way to expoſe me but by ex- 
poling my Argument : but it*s much 
ealier to play with Expreſſions by 
chance ' ambiguous, than to anſwer 
Arguments, 
Upon my Remark to his 15 Prop: 
he 
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he asks, . Who are they that determine 
any Notion to be true,while they cannot 
conceive it to be ſo.? Why, Sir, in ge- 
neral they are the Trinitarians, but in 
particular and more eſpecially his 
Ldp. he.is the Man ; for does he not 
exprefly determine in this very Prop. 
that there is an unconcervably cloſe 
Union between them | the ſuppoſed 3 
Perſons ? ] Therefore unleſs he can 
conceive an unconceivable Notion, 
or doubt of that which he determines 
to be true, he is notoriouſly guilty of 
determining that Notion to be true 
which he cannot conceive to be ſo, I 
grant him, there may be a ſtricter Uni- 
on between God and Chriſt than we 
know of; but here I am bold and 
fixt, there can be no ſuch Union be- 
tween them, as contradicts the Noti- 
ons he has implanted in us. Accor- 
ding to him,. the 3 Perſons are 3 di- 
| ſtinct Beings, and there can be no di- 
'in& Being without its diſtinct Na- 
ture; ſo 3 diſtin Beings are 3 di- 
ſflin& Natures, and 3 diſtin& Naturcs 
continuing ſo, can never become one 
ſingle Nature : what Union ſoever 
there is between them, I wender 
the Trinitarians ſhould fo conſtantly 
amuſe their Readers with that unſu- 
table Compariſon of Soul and Body 
in Union z for 'tis plain, that in their 
Union, they are that one thing which 
neither of them can be in a State of 
Stparation, 

Prop. 16, © Such an Union as this 
© between them being acknowledg'd 
© by us, together with the fore-men- 
© tioned intire Depcndence, of the 
© Son and H. Spirit upon the Father, 


O 


* the Unity of the Neity is as fully to 
© all Intents and Purpoſes aſſerted by 
© us as it is neceſſary or delirable it 
© (hould be. ] The End for which the 
Unity of the Deity was ever aſſer- 
ted : What does he mean by this very 
odd Phraſe ? My Senle is, that it*s af- 
ſerted becaule-it is true ; and that the 
Conſequence of its being true, is this 3 
the Service of our whole Hearts is 
therefore due to him alone, and our 
lower Reſpects to other Objects, ac- 
cording as his Word, and our own 
Reaſon dire&ts us: but we cannot 
both to God and Chrilt pay the Ser- 
vice of our whole Hearts, notwith- 
ſtanding their Union in Fill and like 
Natures: For if we love one Maſter 
with our whole Hearts, we have no 
Aﬀections left for any other, but as 
he ſhall dire&t us ; and he cannot di- 
rect us to love another -equally with 
himſelf, Unity of Nature, or 3 Be- 
ings united in 1 Nature, is no better 
nor worſe than 3 Beings in 1 Being, 
3 Natures in 1 Nature, 3 and not 3. 
in the ſame reſpe&, which is a Con-- 
tradicton if any thing be lo. 

Upon his 17 Prop. I had told him 
he wasan I/naelite Trinitarian,whole 
Hand is again(t all the Heads of Trini- 
tarian Expolitors, To this he re- 
plies, 'T's falſe. But lince he deals ſo 
bluntly with we, I will, 1. Set down 
ſome of his Contradictions, not con- 
ſequential, but broad Contradictions. 
2, Not to be wanting in the lealt to 
the Vindication of my Cenſure, I 
will plainly ſhow, that I faid no 
worſe of his Lordſhip upon the ac. 
count of his Hypothelis, than he - 

G2. hime 


(20) 


"himſelf had faid before of him- 
elf, 
The fixſt-of his 28 Prop. is this, 
The Name of GOD i nſed tn more 
Senſes than one in H, Scripture + but 
in his tirti Def. p. 23. ſpeaking of Per- 
fetions neceſfary to efſentiate -a God 
in the abſolately higheſt Senſe, He has 
theſe words; Which the Name of 
God 44 ever to'be undcrſiood in in the 
 H.Seriptmre. In the ſame Def.p.17. he 
- afhrms, that H. Script. ſaith notof 
what Natrre that Onity is, which it 
aſcribes to God. But Prop. 13. of the 
28. he lays, The Oneneſs ſo frequent - 
ly affirmed of bim in Script. is a nume- 
yioal Oneneſs. In his ſecond Def.p.13. 
he fays, The individual Nature of the 
Father #4 not a Divine Nature more 
truly than that of the Two other Per- 
Fons. Bat Prop. 15. hefays, Each of 
them has a Right to the Name of God, 
3 « Senſe next to that, in which it «s 
appropriated ro the Father. This Con- 
twadiction he is in love with, it often 
occurs. P. r0.0f 2d Def. diftmguiſh- 
ing between Perfe@tions which he 
makes to belong to the Father's Ex:- 
fence, and PerteQtions which belong 
co his Divitte Natere or Effence, he 
contends 'that rhe Son and H. Spirit 
have all the Perfeftions of the Divine 
Nature, as well as the Father : But 
p. 23. of firſt Def. he obſerves, that 
Athanaſius, S. Baſil, Greg. Nazian- 
7en, and S. Chryſofiorn, with ſeveral 
of the Latin Fathers, interpret thoſe 
Words of Chriſt, MY FATHER IS 
GREATER THAN I, to have been 
ſpoken not of bis Humaniay, but bis 
. Dwvinity and himſelf gives his Judy- 


ment to thelr Sentence, Prop, 16, of 
the 28, he afticms it to be evident 
from H. Script. that the Son and H. 
Spirit have unlimited Power, Cc. 
which alſo he allows, 2d Def. p.10. to 
be an cffentizl Perte&ion: but 2d 
Def. p-24. he acknowledges that the 
Power of Jadging the World,. was a 
Power committed to Chriſt, not as 
Man, and not 'effentially in him. 
Prop. t7. he determines, that rhey 
Cthe 3 Perfons] are always ſpoken of 
in Script..as diſtin Beings or Perſons, 
according to the proper Signification's 

this wn. barb from the ew — 
from each other; mr are ſo many 
Men or Angels more expreſly diſtin- 
gniſhed as different Perſons or Subſt an- 
ces, by our Saviour or his Apoſtles, 
than the Father, Son, and H. Ghoſt 
are. But 1/t Def. p.20. he ſays, They 
are outwardly, and in reference to the 
Creation, perfettly One and THE 
SAME God, as concurring in all the 
fame external Aflions. | hope the Rea- 
der will allow me at leaſt, that theſe 
Inftances do ſufficiently prove, that 
his Lordfhip's Hand is againſt one of 
the Heads of the Trinitarians, I mean 


himſelf. That it is alſo againſt all the 


other, he will excuſe me the Labour 
of proving by a tedious Induction of 
Particulars ; for Prop. '17. of the 271, 
he afhrms, that his Explication is the 
beſt and ealteſt way of reconciling 
thoſe Texts ; which according to the 
other Hypotheſis, axe not reconcilable, 
bue by offering extreatn Violence to 
them. Here he prefers his Rypothelis 
indefinitely to all other Hypothelte, 
Here's no Reſtriction, no Exception. 

Nay, 


. 


Nay, inthe Condlufion he doubts not 
to pronbunce, that the many Expli- 
cations of the adorable Myſtery, have 
had little better Succeſs than to make 
Sport for the Socinians. 
My Animadverlion on his 18 Prop. 
I have a better Opinion of, ſince I ſaw 
his Anſwer, than when I tirft pen'd 
them. However, I (hall examine a few 
Lines : P. 37.1. 30. How can be ſay 
(faith his Ldp.) that Feſme Chriſt de- 
fird nvt Divine Honours to be paid to 
him ? except he mean it when he was 
ow Earth. | mean as a plain Reader 
would imagin, that Chriſt defired not 
any Divine Honours to be paid him, 
either in one State or other 3 meaning 
by Divine Honowrs (uch as are due to 
him that is by Nature omnilſcient, 
omnipotent, and omnipreſent : but if 
we mean by Divine Honours, ſuch as 
agree to him that could do nothing of 
himſelf, that padgeth as he hears, and 
hath all Judgment committed to him 
by the Father that fent him, that all 
Men thould honour the Son even as 
they honour the Farher that ſent him ; 
I agree that ſuch Divine Honour is 
due to\the Son; Divine Honour inthe 
former Senſe, the Son himfelf forbad 
£0 be paid him, even after he ſhould 
teave the World and go to the Father, 
Joh, 16:23. At that day ye ſhall ach 
me nothing , verily, wcr--1, 1 ſay unto 
you, whatſoever ye jhuil ax the Father 
in my Name he will ive it your and 
ver, 26, At that day ye *: af 1h in my 
Name. | think he &:r- not well to 
take n0 notice of ti Account whicl) 
the Unitarians give v1! that Text. 
Will he build fo girzt a Dury as rhe 


Ta) 


worſhipping of arother beſides one, 
with the 
One God, upon the Interpretation of 
the Particle & ; which, he cannot de- 
ny, does in ſeveral places of Scripture 
import, not an Equality in the things 
ſpoken of, not the juſt Meaſure and 
Nature of the Duty enjoin'd, but the 
Neceſſity of it, and ſome Similitude, 
which it bears to what was before- 
mentioned ? To love our Neighbour 
a our (elf, is not to be underliood e- 
qually with our ſelf; for that is im- 
poſſible, and contrary to the very 
Principles of Humane Nature; for 
omnes fibs melius eſſe malle quam al- 
ters : but we ſhould do the one «s 
certainly as we do the other. It is but 
juſt and equal, that the great and only 
God be honoured with all the Pow- 
ers and Faculties of our reaſonable 
Nacures ; and thatJeſus Chriſt be ho- 
noured with an Honour next to that. 
He faith, Chriſt is not God in the 
higheſt Senſe z therefore fay I, the 
higheſt Honour is not to be paid 
him. | 
I faid upon his 1 9th Prop. that the 
Socemians are not willing to confeſs 
that the Honour of the y Sorting 4 
muob takgn care of in bis Explication, 
as they do wiſh it were. He anſwets, 
Sure they will not fay, that their own 
Hypothelis doth give more Honour 
to the Father, than THAT which 
{peaks him the Author of all that the 
other Perlons either have or are. | re- 
ply, Yes, they will ; becauſe its more 
honour to be the voluntary Author of 
what the Son and H. Spirit have and 


are, (as the Unitarians hold ) than 


fo 


orthip due only to the 
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to be the necefſary Author [or in- 
deed no Author ] as his Ldp. holds. 
Upon my ſaying, that it is not our 
Duty to think as honourably as we can 
of any Perſon, but God the Father 
Almighty ; his Lordſhip anſwers, He 
meant by as honourably as POSSI- 
' BLT we can, as honourably as L AW- 
FULLY we can. Dr. S--th made 
Dean Sherlock pay dear for this Eva- 
tion 3 but I will not write after that 
furious Example, preſerving my Re- 
ſpe&s to his Lordhip : All I fay is, 
His Ldp. is a well-meaning Man; and 


in 20 other places, where his Words 


ſound tritheiſtically, and contradicto- 
rily, I believe he meant honeſtly. 

P. 40. From that Text, I will not 
give my Glory to another, his Lord- 
thip argues, that the Son of God is 
not a Creature ; as if God had ſaid, I 
will give my Glory to no other but 
my Son : But it's a plain and good 
Conſequence, This, [” taking the 
Words in an univerſal Senſe} . be- 
cauſe God will not give his Glory to 
anotherz therefore no other, no not 
the Son, is to be worſhipped with that 
Honour which is due to the Father. 

As to my Animadverlion on his 
20th Prop. he appeals to you, my 
Friend, to judg. Every Man that reads 
will jadg, and ſome will be biaſs'd by 
one Prejudice, and ſome by another ; 
and fume nay chance to examine di- 
ligently, to conſider freely, and to 
judg impartially : among this Jatter 
ſort of Readers, | fancy I may have the 
molt Friends ; but the other 1 fear 
are all his. 


Prop. 21. he ſays, His Explicaton 


agrees well with that of the Nicene 
Fathers and Athanalius.] I grant it 
of what ſome: of them! have faid-in 
divers places of their Works, | con- 
cerning the Trinity : but it's never- 
theleſs true, that in other places it diſs 
agrees with what that Council and 
Saint have taught. For you mul 
know, Sir, that even they are not all 
of a piece 3 but ſometimes Ortho- 
dox, ſometimes Heterodox ; and of- 
tenneed the Aſſiſtance ofa candid Rea- 
der, to interpret them according to a 
pretended ſound Meaning, quite con- 
trary to the Grammatical Senſe of their 
words. As for his agreeing with them, 
1 wonder which of the Antients ever 
taught, That 2 Beings which depend 
on God, are 4s almighty as the God 
on whom they and all things depend : 
I-wonder which of the Antients found 
out the two Senſes 3 in one of which, 
the Son and H. Ghoſt were each of 
them eſſentially God, and in the other 
not, 1 queſtion whether there be any 
ſuch Stuff among the Schoo!-men ; 
but if he can produce me the Father 
who has fallen into this particular 
Weakneſs ; that, Tho* the Name of 
God is us'd in'more Senſes than one in 
H. Script. yet the Name of GOD mm 
H,. Script. ts always to be underſtood 
in the higheſ Senſe ; | will never 
queſtion but he has Antiquity on his 
lide, whether any Truth and Senſe 

or no. | 
As for his Compliment, that he 
knows not whether there be more of 
Arrogance than Ignorance, or Igno- 
rance tban Arrogance in the Remark, 
about Credit from the Judgment of 
| the 
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the Antient Fathers it looks as if it 
was borrowed from Dr, S--th, it has 
the Air of his impatient Opiniative- 
neſs, but does not at all become the 
better Nature of the Bp. of Gloceſter. 
But he finds 1 am a ſort of an Adver- 
ſary, that would not permit him to treat 
me otherwiſe. And how did I compel 
him to treat me (as he ſuſpefts he 
has done) with too much Freedom ? 
Why ! I took a Liberty with him: 
But, Sir, you can aſſure him, that 
when I compos'd my MS. I knew not 
who was the Author of the 21 Pro- 
poſitions, and could not dream they 
ſhould have been printed : my Aim 
was only to let you (then my very 
new Acquaintance) privately know 
my private Judgment, I amnone of 
your Proſelyte, nor no Man's elſe. I 
profeſs ſincerely, I fell into what 1 
hold touching the Trinity, by freely 
thinking and ſeriouſly conſidering, 
what 1 occaſionally met with, here 
and there, now and then. 

To conclude, I thank his Lordſhip 
for his good Wiſhes 3 and I do really 
believe, now he has vented his Anger, 
that he is ſincere in them : for which 
I make him this Return: I heartily 


wiſh all Good tohim, as I ought up- 
on many Accounts ; 1, In general, 
becauſe he is a vety worthy aud good 
Man. 2. In particular, becaute he 
hates Perſecution. 3. Becauſe he has 
not only ſworn to the Government, 
but looks upon King Wiliam, who 
gave him his Preferment, as our De- 
liverer, not Conqueror 3 our jult and 
lawful King, and no Uſurper. But I 
cannot thank him for his Advice: He 
would have me think it poſſible, that 
thoſe Opinions, which 1 take for moſt 
evident, and moſt neceſſary Truths, 
may be groſs and dangerous Errors. 
Why ! my Opinion is, that the Being 
of God, and the Reaſonablenels of H. 
Religion, are moſt evident and neceſ- 
ſary Truths z and no Man living ſhall 
perſwade me to that Modeſty, as to 
think it poſſible for theſe to be groſs 
and dangerous Errors. Again ; He 
would have me believe that I may be 
mightily miſtaken, when I am moſt 
confident : Indeed this Piece of Ad- 
vice has not fo ill a face as the other, 
but his Lordſhip might have ſpard it 3 
for I will not be moſt confident, but 
when the Truth is moſt plain and e- 
vident. 1 am, Sir, Yours, 


FINIS. 


